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ABSTRACT 
ASSESSMENT LITERACY AND EFFICACY: MAKING VALID EDUCATIONAL 
DECISIONS 
MARY LOU CHAPMAN, B.A., UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AUSTIN 
M.Ed., UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Associate Professor Stanley E. Scarpati 
The purpose of the study was to gather information 
from practicing teachers about their knowledge and use of 
assessment in the classroom, referred to as assessment 
literacy; their confidence to effectively assess student 
progress and make valid educational decisions, referred to 
as assessment efficacy, and their beliefs about the 
consequences of these decisions. A two-part survey was 
administered to general and special education teachers in 
selected schools in western Massachusetts: an assessment 
literacy questionnaire to determine knowledge of assessment 
principles, and an assessment efficacy scale to determine 
confidence in using assessment results. The second part of 
the study was an interview of a sample of teachers about 
the consequences of educational decisions that are made 
using assessment data. 
vi 
The participants were mostly general education 
teachers at the secondary level, with graduate degrees, and 
prior training in assessment; and were almost equally 
divided by years of experience. They perceived themselves 
to be somewhat prepared to very prepared to teach and 
assess student performance; but less than two-thirds of the 
teachers responded correctly to 70% of the items on the 
adapted assessment literacy questionnaire. The participants 
generally perceived themselves to be confident in their 
skills to make appropriate educational decisions, thus 
possessing a high level of assessment efficacy. The 
responses from the interviews indicated that the teachers 
perceived that the decisions they make from classroom- 
based, school- and district-wide assessments had valid and 
meaningful outcomes when they were correct, and implemented 
appropriately. Their responses indicated concern about the 
unintended consequences of decisions that are made from the 
statewide assessment. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
In this era of educational reform, teachers are 
increasingly pressured to meet the demands of policymakers 
and' the public by demonstrating improved outcomes for 
students, not only by providing high quality standards- 
based instruction, but also by increasing student 
performance on mandated assessments. With the emphasis on 
accountability and evidence-based practice, educators are 
challenged to coordinate and utilize assessment data from 
multiple sources to make valid instructional decisions. In 
order to be effective, teachers must use assessment 
strategies regularly for classroom decision-making, to 
determine the appropriate instruction for their students, 
as well as to monitor progress (Stanford & Reeves, 2005) . 
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) requires 
that states, school districts and schools are held 
accountable for student learning and achievement. This 
federal mandate requires regular statewide assessments to 
monitor students' progress and to identify weaknesses in 
the core academic areas. Districts and schools use this 
assessment data to determine needs, target and allocate 
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resources. While much of the current emphasis on using 
assessment data has involved interpreting high-stakes 
tests, schools and districts that use assessment data most 
effectively have begun to recognize the power of ongoing 
classroom assessment (Damian, 2000). Stiggins (1999) 
further states that the quality of instruction is largely 
dependent on the quality of the assessments used in the 
classroom. 
In an analysis of school-based assessment systems 
undertaken by the North Central Regional Educational 
Laboratory, Cromey and Hanson (2000) report that schools 
with well developed assessment systems (1) align local 
curriculum, standards, and assessments to state content 
standards; (2) analyze assessment data to monitor student 
progress; (3) use state assessment data to check the 
validity of local assessment systems; (4) use assessment 
data to evaluate the efficacy of local curriculum and 
instructional practices; (5) limit the quantity of 
assessment to those that are purposeful and aligned; and 
(6) allocate time for collaboration, reflection, and 
decision making based on student assessment data. 
Classroom teachers must be able to use statewide 
assessment data, as well as data from multiple sources to 
inform decision making about instruction and guide student 
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learning. They are regularly gathering information about 
students, formally and informally, objectively and 
subjectively, compiling a picture of each student's 
learning styles and needs and addressing them via daily 
curricular and instructional decisions. This gathering and 
interpreting of multiple sources of data should ideally 
lead to valid decisions about tailoring instruction to meet 
individual students' needs (Shepard, 2000). 
First, teachers must possess the essential knowledge 
and understanding of test characteristics and properties, 
which is developed from the practice, use and 
interpretation of outcome data in making educational 
decisions. This component of assessment utilization is 
referred to as assessment literacy. Second, in order for 
teachers to effectively interpret assessment data to make 
valid educational decisions, they must possess a high sense 
of self-efficacy in their capabilities to assess the 
progress of their students. The effective use of assessment 
is referred to as assessment efficacy. Third, in 
conjunction with assessment literacy and efficacy, teachers 
must also believe that the educational decisions they make 
are valid, useful and meaningful, and lead to appropriate 
and meaningful outcomes for students. 
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Need for the Study 
During the current era of accountability, many 
teachers appear to struggle with the increasing demand for 
utilizing assessment data to support ongoing, continuous 
student learning and achievement. It has been widely 
reported that many teacher preparation programs do not 
require a course in classroom assessment as a requirement 
for graduation (Mertler & Campbell, 2005). Teachers have 
reported that they are not adequately prepared to assess 
students and are calling for more training (Mertler & 
Campbell, 2005; Plake, 1993; Stiggins, 1999). 
As a result, there is an immediate and pressing need 
to gather information from practicing educators about their 
knowledge and use of assessments, and their beliefs in 
their abilities to use assessment data to make appropriate 
educational decisions. It is anticipated that the results 
of this investigation will contribute to a comprehensive 
understanding of teacher assessment practices at the 
classroom level and support efforts for school improvement 
through the development and use of more effective classroom 
strategies, ultimately resulting in improved outcomes for 
students. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to gather information 
from practicing teachers about their knowledge and use of 
assessment in the classroom; their confidence to 
effectively assess student progress and make valid 
educational decisions; and their beliefs about the 
consequences of these decisions. 
Research Questions 
1. What do teachers know and understand about assessment 
(assessment literacy)? 
2. How confident are teachers in using assessment results 
to measure student progress (assessment efficacy)? 
3. What do teachers believe are the consequences of the 
assessment decisions they make? 
Limitations of the Study 
There are several limitations to the findings that 
should be noted. First, the sample was not random, but 
rather based on administrator approval and voluntary 
participation. Second, the sample was drawn from one region 
in one geographic location, and may not be representative 
of the general population of teachers. Third, the sample 
size was small due to the low response rate (24%), and 
5 
although some of the results are consistent with previous 
research, it should not be generalized beyond this study. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Assessment efficacy: A teacher's sense of self-efficacy or 
confidence in her/his ability to assess the progress of 
students. 
2. Assessment literacy: The essential knowledge and 
understanding of test characteristics and properties; 
developed from the practice, use and interpretation of 
outcome data in making educational decisions. 
3. MCAS: Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System; the 
statewide assessment which is based on the state Curriculum 
Frameworks. 
4. Self-efficacy: A person's beliefs in his/her capabilities 
to organize and execute the courses of action required to 
produce given attainments (Bandura, 1977). 
5. Teacher efficacy: A teacher's beliefs in his/her 
capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of student 
engagement and learning (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001). 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
During this era of education reform, with the emphasis 
on accountability and evidence-based practice, educators 
are challenged to coordinate and utilize assessment data 
from multiple sources to make valid educational decisions. 
First, teachers must possess the essential knowledge and 
understanding of test characteristics and properties, which 
is developed from the practice, use and interpretation of 
outcome data in making educational decisions. This 
component of assessment utilization is referred to as 
assessment literacy. Second, in order for teachers to 
effectively interpret assessment data to make valid 
educational decisions, they must possess a high sense of 
self-efficacy in their capabilities to assess the progress 
of their students. The effective use of assessment is 
referred to as assessment efficacy. Third, in conjunction 
with assessment literacy and efficacy, teachers must also 
believe that the educational decisions they make are valid, 
useful and meaningful, and lead to appropriate and 
meaningful outcomes for students. 
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With these issues in mind, a brief perspective of the 
legislation that holds educators accountable for student 
learning is presented, followed by a discussion of 
assessment in the context of education reform and 
standards-based expectations for all students. Next, 
reviews of the concepts of assessment literacy and 
assessment efficacy, and a brief discussion of the 
consequences of educational assessment decisions are 
presented. The section concludes with brief summary of 
final reflections. 
Legislation 
In the eyes of policymakers, educators, and the 
public, assessment is viewed as the primary factor for 
education reform because of its ability to guide 
instructional improvement and hold schools accountable 
(Cromey & Hanson, 2000). The Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 was the first major federal 
law to provide funds for school districts for programs 
intended to improve students' learning. The National 
Education Goals (America 2000; Goals 2000: Educate America 
Act, 1990) provided the framework for insuring that all 
students have equal educational opportunity, and served as 
a backdrop for the accountability movement. As a result of 
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these mandates and initiatives, all states are required to 
have student assessment systems that are the primary means 
of implementing school improvement and reform efforts. 
In Massachusetts, the Education Reform Law of 1993 
called for the development of an assessment program that 
must (1) test all public school students in Massachusetts, 
including students with disabilities and limited English 
proficiency; (2) measure performance based on the 
Massachusetts Curriculum Framework learning standards; and 
(3) report on the performance outcomes of individual 
students, schools, and districts. This assessment program 
is known as the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment 
System (MCAS). 
The most recent reauthorization of ESEA, the No Child 
Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2002), was intended to hold states 
and public schools responsible for improving student 
achievement in reading and mathematics, and -included 
significant requirements for test-based accountability. Its 
enactment has greatly increased the federal government's 
role in education by requiring states and school districts 
to focus on the outcomes of teaching (Yell, Katsiyannas & 
Shiner, 2006). 
First, it required an increased amount of state-level 
testing, more than twice that required by previous 
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reauthorizations of ESEA (Popham, 2005); and second, based 
on students' scores on these tests, school districts may be 
identified as "in need of improvement," if their scores 
fail to indicate that adequate yearly progress (AYP) is 
occurring. Third, NCLB has set a target for all students, 
including those with disabilities, to reach proficiency of 
state standards within 12 years of the law's enactment, by 
the end of school year 2013-2014; and finally, if school 
districts fail to meet their AYP targets for two 
consecutive years, they will be labeled as inadequate, and 
required to follow guided improvement efforts with 
sanctions. 
Prior to NCLB, the 1997 amendments to the Individuals 
with Disabilities Act (IDEA) mandated full participation of 
students with disabilities in district and statewide 
assessment programs with necessary accommodations. States 
were also required to provide alternate assessments for 
those students who because of their disabilities are unable 
to participate in regular assessments. 
In 2004, the reauthorization of IDEA was signed into 
law. In concert with NCLB, IDEA 2004 's major purpose was to 
improve educational outcomes for children with disabilities 
by providing a performance-driven framework for school 
accountability to insure that students with disabilities 
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received a free appropriate public education (Yell, 
Katsiyannas & Shiner, 2006) . IDEA expanded the concept of 
student outcomes beyond academics, to also include 
social/behavioral and post-secondary transition needs. 
It is evident that by including students with 
disabilities in the accountability system, the policymakers 
intended that schools be held accountable for the 
educational performance of all students. To accomplish 
this, it is necessary that educators be knowledgeable in 
all aspects of assessment for all students. 
Accountability and Assessment 
By setting standards for curriculum and assessment, 
the United States is moving forward in its attempt to 
attain the goal of improving education in the 21st century. 
Accountability is the primary force behind the development 
of state and district assessments; and education is being 
challenged by taxpayers and policymakers to prove that it 
is getting results. By 2006, most (47) of the states had 
developed curriculum content standards in the four major 
subject areas: English Language Arts, Mathematics, Science 
and Social Studies; and had required statewide assessments 
in place for English Language Arts, Mathematics and Science 
(Council of Chief State School Officers, 2006). 
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In Massachusetts, the statewide Curriculum Frameworks 
and the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System 
(MCAS) were developed to meet the requirements of the 
Education Reform Law of 1993. The first administration of 
the MCAS assessments occurred for all 4th, 8th and 10th 
graders in May 1998, and continues through the present. 
Students in the graduating classes of 2003 through 2009 
have been required to meet or exceed the Needs Improvement 
score of 220 on both the English Language Arts and the 
Mathematics MCAS grade 10.tests in order to demonstrate 
competency, as well as completing local graduation 
requirements to graduate with a high school diploma. 
Starting with the graduating class of 2010, students 
must either meet or exceed the Proficient score of 240 on 
the English Language Arts and Mathematics grade 10 MCAS 
tests; or meet or exceed the Needs Improvement score of 220 
on the English Language Arts and Mathematics grade 10 MCAS 
tests and fulfill the requirements of an Educational 
Proficiency Plan. In addition, students must take a high 
school Science test and meet or exceed Needs Improvement to 
demonstrate competency. Students starting with the 
graduating class of 2012, in addition to the previous tests 
need to meet or exceed Needs Improvement on a History and 
Social Science high school test(603 CMR 30.00: M.G.L. c. 
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69, §§ IB and ID; St. 2003, c.140, §119). A purpose of the 
MCAS assessment program is to hol'd public schools and 
districts accountable on an annual basis for demonstrating 
progress toward the NCLB goal of proficiency for all 
students by 2014. 
. The current focus on educational reform and 
performance-based outcomes challenges educators to improve 
assessment and instruction for all students by implementing 
more rigorous standards and requirements, higher 
expectations for student performance, and greater emphasis 
on assessment for accountability (Cromey & Hanson, 2000; 
Jayanthi et al, 1996) . The demands on schools to use 
statewide assessment data to support school improvement 
efforts along with classroom, school- and district-wide 
assessment data have overwhelmed systems with increasingly 
large amounts of student performance data (Cromey & Hanson, 
2000) . 
The challenge of coordinating a tiered assessment 
system, while sharing a common standard for student 
achievement can be a complicated task given that many 
educators have reported that they are not adequately 
prepared to assess students and are calling for more 
training (Mertler & Campbell, 2005; Plake, 1993; Stiggins, 
1999). It is evident that in order for an assessment system 
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to be effective, teachers must possess the prerequisite 
skills to assess student performance and guide instruction. 
Assessment Literacy 
The essential knowledge and understanding of test 
characteristics and properties which is developed from the 
practice, use and interpretation of outcome data in making 
educational decisions is referred to as assessment 
literacy. According to Popham (2004) the large majority of 
educators are “assessment.illiterate," because they are 
never required as part of preservice or inservice training 
to "dig meaningfully into the viscera of educational 
testing." Stiggins (2004) further comments that educators 
continue to assess student learning in the same ways as 
their predecessors because they have not been provided the 
opportunity to learn about new practices. In addition, many 
teachers regard assessment as too complex to understand, 
because of the quantitative and statistical knowledge that 
is required (Popham, 2004). 
Previous literature documents that teachers, both 
preservice and inservice, get minimal formal training in 
how to effectively assess students and to use assessment 
data to inform instructional decision-making; nor is there 
a process for using assessment data being implemented by 
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many teachers at the school level (Cromey, 2000) . Without a 
clear understanding of how to assess students, or to use 
the assessment data for decision-making, teachers will most 
likely become frustrated. In a recent survey, Cromey (2000) 
reported that teaching staff in one school district did not 
see the connection between teacher administered in-class 
assessments, and the norm-referenced district and statewide 
assessment; nor did they know what to do with the 
assessment data. 
In the late 1980s, several professional education 
associations began working collaboratively to develop 
standards for teacher competency in student assessment. The 
American Federation of Teachers, the National Council on 
Measurement in Education, and the National Education 
Association (1990) identified seven Standards for Teacher 
Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students: (1) 
choosing assessment methods appropriate for instructional 
decisions; (2) developing assessment methods appropriate 
for instructional decisions; (3) administering, scoring, 
and interpreting the results of both externally-produced 
and teacher-produced assessment methods; (4) using 
assessment results when making decisions about individual 
students, planning teaching, developing curriculum, and 
school improvement; (5) developing valid pupil grading 
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procedures which use pupil assessments; (6) communicating 
assessment results to students, parents, other lay 
audiences, and other educators; and (7) recognizing 
unethical, illegal, and otherwise inappropriate assessment 
methods and uses of assessment information. These Standards 
for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of 
Students represent the areas of knowledge that all teachers 
should possess in order to assess the learning of their 
students. 
Several studies have, been undertaken over the past 
fifteen years to assess teacher assessment literacy based 
on the seven Standards for Teacher Competence in the 
Educational Assessment of Students (Plake & Impara, 1993; 
Campbell et al, 2002; Mertler, 2003) . Plake and Impara 
(1993) developed and administered a national survey 
(Teacher Assessment Literacy Questionnaire) to assess 
teachers' competencies in the seven areas identified in the 
Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational 
Assessment of Students (STCEAS); 555 teachers and 286 
administrators responded. Results showed that teachers 
averaged about 23 out of 35 items correct (66%), and it was 
concluded that teachers were not adequately prepared to 
assess student learning. Further results indicated that 
16 
teachers who had some measurement training scored 
significantly higher than those who had no training. 
Campbell et al (2002) used the same instrument 
mentioned previously to study assessment literacy in 
undergraduate preservice teachers. The preservice teachers 
in this study averaged 2 fewer correct responses (21 out of 
35) than in the Plake and Impara study (1993). Mertler 
(2003) compared inservice and preservice teachers' 
assessment literacy using an adapted version of the same 
instrument, and obtained similar results to the previous 
studies. 
Stiggins (2000) commented that teachers and 
administrators who are assessment literate understand what 
assessment methods to use in order to gather dependable 
information about student achievement; communicate 
assessment results effectively, whether using report card 
grades, test scores, portfolios or conferences; and 
understand how to use assessment to maximize student 
motivation and learning by involving students as full 
partners in assessment, record keeping, and communication. 
Stiggins (2000) has identified six classroom assessment 
competencies for teachers: (1) Educators must understand 
the full range of users and uses of assessments; (2) be 
crystal clear about achievement targets that they want 
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their students to hit; (3) be prepared to use the full 
range of assessments to track student achievement, 
including selected response, essay, performance, and 
personal communication-based assessment formats; (4) 
understand how to assemble the exercises of whatever method 
they choose in order to sample student performance 
effectively and efficiently; (5) understand the sources of 
bias that can creep into each assessment and what specific 
actions to take to prevent those problems from distorting 
the assessment results, and; (6) understand the 
relationship between assessment and student motivation. 
McTighe and O'Connor (2005) further identify seven 
specific teacher assessment practices for effective student 
learning: (1) use summative assessments to frame meaningful 
performance goals; (2) show criteria and models in advance; 
(3) assess before teaching; (4) offer appropriate choices; 
(5) provide feedback early and often; (6) encourage self- 
assessment and goal-setting; and (7) allow new evidence of 
achievement to replace old evidence. 
Teachers who are assessment literate should know how 
to focus on assessment for learning, because it can provide 
valuable ongoing information about each student's abilities 
in relation to learning standards, can be administered in 
the context of meaningful classroom activities, and guide 
18 
instructional planning (Leahy et al, 2005; McNamee & Chen, 
2005; McTighe & O'Connor, 2005). The best teachers realize 
the importance of ongoing assessments and continual 
adjustments on the part of both teacher and student as the 
means to achieve maximum performance (McTighe & O'Connor, 
2005) . 
Efforts for school improvement by educational leaders 
and policymakers should focus on increasing teacher 
assessment literacy so that assessments will be used 
effectively to guide instructional decisions and practices 
(Vogel et al, 2006), and result in improved student 
achievement. Current research examining the relationship 
between classroom assessments and student performance on 
standardized tests further indicates that improving the 
quality of classroom assessments can increase scores on 
large scale assessments (Stiggins, 1999). 
It is not only important for teachers to be assessment 
literate - to know and understand about these assessment 
techniques and strategies - but also to be able utilize and 
implement them in their classrooms. Popham (2006) 
concludes, "Today, more than ever, education assessment 
plays a pivotal role in the education of students. That's 
why educators - and everyone else who has an interest in 
education - need a dose of assessment literacy." 
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Assessment Efficacy 
In order for teachers to effectively interpret 
assessment data to make valid educational decisions, they 
must possess a high sense of self-efficacy in their 
capabilities to assess the progress of their students. The 
effective use of assessment is referred to as assessment 
efficacy. 
The theoretical foundation for the concept of 
assessment efficacy is self-efficacy as defined by Albert 
Bandura (1977) in social cognitive theory. A primary 
assumption of social cognitive theory is that people are 
capable of intentional action that is based on an 
interaction of environmental factors, internal personal 
factors and behavior. Bandura (1977) defines perceived 
self-efficacy as "beliefs in one's capabilities to organize 
and execute the courses of action required to produce given 
attainments," and suggests four sources of efficacy 
expectations - mastery experiences, physiological and 
emotional states, vicarious experiences, and social 
persuasion. Self-efficacy beliefs determine how people 
feel, think, motivate themselves and behave (Bandura, 
1994); relate to self-perceptions of competence rather than 
an actual measure of competence (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 1998); and are a strong predictor of behavior 
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(Bandura, 1997) . The ability to complete a task, to perform 
in a particular situation, to make a judgment of personal 
capability, all are components of self-efficacy; and a high 
level of self-efficacy should lead to greater motivation, 
effort and persistence (Woolfolk Hoy, 2004). The role of 
self-efficacy in education from both the perspectives of 
teaching and learning has interested researchers for many 
years. 
Teacher efficacy has been defined as a teacher's 
"judgment of his or her capabilities to bring about desired 
outcomes of student engagement and learning" (Tschannen- 
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). The influence of self-efficacy 
on teaching, learning and motivation has been an area of 
interest for researchers for almost 30 years (Woolfolk Hoy, 
2000). The study of teacher efficacy began in 1976 when the 
RAND Corporation asked teachers 2 questions, one which 
measured personal teaching efficacy (PTE) and the other 
general teaching efficacy (GTE). The results of the study 
indicated that teacher efficacy was significantly related 
to student achievement (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & 
Hoy, 1998). Since that time, many researchers have 
investigated teacher efficacy and developed instruments to 
measure the construct, listed as follows: Teacher Locus of 
Control (Rose & Medway, 1981); Responsibility for Student 
21 
Achievement (Guskey, 1981); Webb Scale (Ashton et al. 
1982); Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984); 
Ashton Vignettes (Ashton et al, 1982); the Bandura Teacher 
Self-Efficacy Scale (Bandura, 1997); and the Teacher Sense 
of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) . 
Previous research has shown that teacher beliefs and 
knowledge influence their actions in the classroom, and 
have a significant impact on student achievement, learning 
and motivation (Bliem & Davinroy, 1997; Tschannen-Moran, 
Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998,; & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000); and 
affect the amount of effort and persistence that a teacher 
will expend (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2004). Other studies have found that teacher 
efficacy has been associated significantly with variables 
such as superintendents' ratings of teachers' competence, 
teachers' classroom management strategies, time spent 
teaching content subjects, and referrals to special 
education (Woolfolk Hoy, 2000) . For teachers, having a high 
sense of self-efficacy in their professional capabilities 
is associated with positive teaching behaviors and student 
outcomes (Henson, 2001; Enderlin-Lampie, 2002); and results 
in the desire to experiment with methods of instruction, 
and seek improved teaching methods (Tschannen-Moran, 
Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; Henson, 2001) . 
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While a large body of research on teacher efficacy 
exists, there is still much to be' learned about the 
development of teacher efficacy in educators. It has been 
demonstrated that some of the most powerful influences on 
teacher efficacy are mastery experiences during the student 
teaching experience and first years teaching (Woolfolk Hoy, 
2000; Henson, 2001). When a novice teacher perceives 
success in an instructional performance, then self-efficacy 
is increased and the expectation of future success is 
enhanced (Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). Bandura's (1977) theory 
purports that self-efficacy may be the most flexible during 
the early stages of learning, which suggests the critical 
importance of the first years of teaching to the 
development of teacher efficacy. Further, research has 
shown that once teacher self-efficacy beliefs are 
developed, they seem to be difficult to change (Tschannen- 
Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). 
While assessment efficacy is one component of teacher 
efficacy, it is an essential belief that has powerful 
educational implications during this era of accountability. 
As this writer could not find specific research on 
assessment efficacy, it was determined that the large body 
of knowledge on teacher efficacy would provide the 
background through which assumptions about assessment 
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efficacy could be derived. As research has indicated that 
teacher efficacy has a significant effect on student 
outcomes and achievement (Bliem & Davinroy, 1997; 
Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2000), then assessment efficacy, as a component of teacher 
efficacy could potentially have the same effect. Since 
teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy demonstrate 
positive classroom behaviors, openness to new ideas, effort 
and persistence (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 
1998; Henson, 2001; Enderlin-Lampie, 2002), then those with 
a high sense of assessment efficacy could also demonstrate 
similar behaviors. 
For teachers to effectively interpret assessments to 
make valid educational decisions, they must develop a high 
sense of assessment efficacy, and this belief should be 
grounded in a thorough understanding of the uses and 
purposes of assessment. While it was the intent of this 
study to focus on exploring teachers' perceptions of 
assessment efficacy, it is hoped that an opening for 
further discussion and research would result. 
Consequences of Educational Assessment Decisions 
In conjunction with assessment literacy and assessment 
efficacy, teachers must also believe that the educational 
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decisions they make are valid, useful and meaningful, and 
lead to appropriate and meaningful outcomes for students. 
Messick (1989) defined the consequential basis of validity 
as having two component parts: the consequential basis of 
test interpretation, and the consequential basis of test 
use. He purports that test scores, and the theory and 
beliefs about the constructs hold values and have value¬ 
laden consequences in educational decision-making (Gall, 
Borg & Gall, 1996) . Further, the use of test scores may 
not be appropriate for some purposes and can have social 
consequences either intended or unintended (Gall, Borg & 
Gall, 1996). 
For classroom purposes, validity refers to whether the 
use of test results, or the inferences based on a student's 
test performance are valid (Popham, 2005). It is not the 
assessment instrument, rather the interpretation of the 
results that leads to valid educational decision-making. As 
a result, the more that teachers are confident in and trust 
their score-based inferences, the better their test-based 
decisions about students should be (Popham, 2003). Because 
assessment validity is reliant on human judgment, which can 
sometimes be wrong, if inferences are inaccurate or 
invalid, then the educational decisions made on the basis 
of the inferences will not be appropriate (Popham, 2003). 
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It is important for classroom teachers to consider 
both the meaning and the values in the educational 
decisions they make. This reflection will allow them 
another lens through which to guide instruction and 
increase student learning. 
Reflections on the Literature 
Research in the last twenty years has indicated that 
teachers are not literate in the essential skills to 
appropriately assess student progress and provide effective 
instruction (Plake & Impara, 1993; Mertler & Campbell, 
2005). Given the demands for accountability, and the 
pressure for data-driven decision-making at all levels, it 
is clear that research about teacher skills and practices 
is necessary if school improvement efforts are to be 
successful. It was the intent of this study to add to this 
body of research by gathering information from practicing 
teachers about their knowledge and use of assessment in the 
classroom; their confidence to effectively assess student 
progress and make valid educational decisions; and their 
beliefs about the consequences of these decisions. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHOD 
Design 
The purpose of the study was to gather information 
from practicing teachers about their knowledge and use of 
assessment in the classroom; their confidence to 
effectively assess student progress and make valid 
educational decisions; and their beliefs about the 
consequences of these decisions. In the first part of the 
study, a survey was administered to general and special 
education teachers in several school districts in western 
Massachusetts. The survey gathered information about 
teachers' knowledge, understanding and use of assessment 
(assessment literacy); and on the teachers' beliefs about 
their capabilities to assess student progress (assessment 
efficacy) . 
The second part of the study involved interviews of 
teachers about the consequences of the decisions they make 
from assessment data. The teachers who responded to the 
surveys were asked to volunteer to participate in the 
follow-up interviews, and the interviewees were chosen at 
random. 
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It was intended that the interview data, along with 
the data from the survey would provide a better 
understanding of school and district-based assessment 
practices. Further, the information would aid in 
identifying teacher, school and district-wide needs for 
training, contribute to the development and use of more 
effective classroom strategies, and ultimately result in 
improved outcomes for students. 
Participants 
The participants in the study were general and special 
education teachers from several schools in western 
Massachusetts. The teachers were asked to provide the 
following demographic information: whether they were 
general or special education teachers; what grade levels 
they were teaching; how many year of teaching experience 
they have; what licensure or certifications they hold; and 
their level of education. 
There were 61 teachers who participated in the study; 
4 were special education teachers, and 57 were general 
education or other. Of the participants, 17 indicated that 
they were teaching only at the elementary level; and the 
remaining 44 responded that they were teaching either in 
middle or high school, or both (see Tables 1 and 2). 
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Table 1 
Current Position 
Frequency Percent 
Special Ed 4 6.6 
General Ed, Other 57 93.4 
Total 61 100.0 
Table 2 
Grade Level Teaching 
Frequency Percent 
Elementary 21 34.4 
Secondary 40 65.6 
Total 61 100.0 
The years of teaching experience ranged from 1 year to 
42 years. Of the participants, 19 have 1 to 10 years 
teaching experience; 11 have 11 to 20 years; and 21 have 
greater than 20 years (see Table 3). The types of licenses 
that the participants hold are 20 at the elementary level; 
23 at the secondary level; 6 at multiple levels; 9 in 
Special Education; and 3 that have none (see Table 4). The 
level of education of the participants included 12 at the 
bachelors level, and 49 at the graduate level (see Table 
5) . 
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Table 3 
Years Teaching 
# of 
Years Frequency Percent 
1 3 4.9 
2 2 3.3 
3 1 1.6 
4 1 1.6 
5 3 4.9 
7 2 3.3 
8 3 4.9 
9 2 3.3 
10 3 4.9 
11 2 3.3 
13 1 1.6 
14 2 3.3 
15 3 4.9 
16 2 3.3 
17 1 1.6 
18 2 3.3 
19 3 4.9 
20 6 9.8 
21 4 6.6 
22 1 1.6 
23 2 3.3 
27 3 4.9 
30 2 3.3 
32 1 1.6 
33 1 1.6 
34 2 3.3 
35 2 3.3 
42 1 1.6 
Total 61 100.0 
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Table 4 
Teaching License 
Type of License Frequency Percent 
Elementary 20 32.8 
Secondary 23 37.7 
Multiple 6 9.8 
Special Ed 9 14.8 
None / Other 3 4.9 
Total 61 100.0 
Table 5 
Level of Education 
Degree Frequency Percent 
Bachelors 12 19.7 
MA 32 52.5 
M+30 15 24.6 
Dr 2 3.3 
Total 61 100.0 
Of the participants, 6 answered that they had no 
previous training in assessment, and 55 responded that they 
had received training (see Table 6). Eighteen (18) of the 
participants responded that they had taken an undergraduate 
course in assessment; 36 had taken a graduate course; and 
48 had received inservice training in their schools. 
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Table 6 
Training in Assessment 
Frequency Percent 
Training Yes 55 90.2 
no 6 9.8 
Type of Training 
Undergraduate Course 18 
Graduate Course 36 
Inservice 48 
Procedures 
Data Collection 
Initial contact was made with school administrators in 
the region for their review and permission to distribute 
the surveys and allow teacher participation in the study. 
However, requests to distribute surveys in several 
districts were denied due to the concerns of the teachers' 
unions, and because of teachers' work loads. The current 
educational environment and context, as well as each 
school's culture apparently influenced the positive or 
negative response for teacher participation. It was hoped 
that with support of school administrators, there would be 
optimal participation from teachers. 
32 
Development of the Instrument 
An extensive literature review was completed in order 
to find existing instruments which could be adapted for 
gathering data on teacher assessment literacy and 
assessment efficacy for this study. Several instruments 
were identified and considered in the development of the 
survey for this study. 
The Teacher Assessment Literacy Questionnaire 
developed by Barbara Plake and James Impara at the 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln (1993) was adapted to 
measure teacher assessment literacy. This researcher 
contacted Dr. Plake and received permission to use items 
from the original questionnaire in this study. 
The original instrument, the Teacher Assessment 
Literacy Questionnaire, included 35 items which were based 
on the seven Standards for Teacher Competence in the 
Educational Assessment of Students developed by the 
American Federation of Teachers, the National Council on 
Measurement in Education, and the National Education 
Association (1990). For this study, 16 items from the 
original questionnaire were used, and each of the seven 
standards were represented (see Part III of the survey 
instrument in Appendix A). A modified version of the 
Teacher Assessment Literacy Questionnaire which was adapted 
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by Craig Mertler (1993) was also reviewed and considered in 
the development of the instrument for this study. 
While a number of studies and instruments have been 
developed to measure teacher self-efficacy (e.g. Bandura's 
Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale, Webb Efficacy Scale, Ashton 
Efficacy Vignettes, Gibson and Dembo Teacher Efficacy 
Scale, Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale) and teacher 
confidence (Teacher Confidence Scale), there were none that 
focused only on assessment efficacy. Each of the afore¬ 
mentioned instruments on -teacher efficacy or confidence 
included items related to assessment, and were considered 
as part of the development of the scale that was used in 
this study (see Part II of the survey instrument in 
Appendix A). It was determined for the final version that 
asking teachers to rate their confidence based on a group 
of scenarios about assessment would be appropriate for this 
study. 
Description of the Instrument 
The survey instrument gathered information about 
teachers' knowledge, understanding and use of assessment 
(assessment literacy); and on the teachers' beliefs about 
their capabilities to assess student progress (assessment 
efficacy). The instrument (see Appendix A) was designed 
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specifically to gather data for this study, and consists of 
three sections: the first section included nine questions 
about the participant's background; the second section was 
comprised of fourteen Likert-type items scored on a scale 
of 1 to 6 (1 = Not at all Confident to 6 = Very Confident) 
which addressed assessment efficacy; and the third section 
was a set of sixteen questions regarding some technical 
characteristics of classroom assessment, addressing 
assessment literacy. The survey was piloted on two 
occasions with peers and colleagues of the researcher prior 
to administration in the schools, in order to elicit 
commentary and feedback. 
Survey Distribution 
The survey was distributed to general and special 
education teachers in 10 schools in western Massachusetts, 
during school year 2006-2007. In the schools that received 
administrator approval for survey distribution, all of the 
teachers were invited to participate. A total of 250 
surveys were distributed and 61 (24%) were returned. 
Packets with the survey instrument were distributed to 
the teachers' boxes or handed out at faculty meetings of 
the participating schools, and their response to the survey 
was anonymous and voluntary. In the packet, the 
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participants received a letter which explained the study 
and guaranteed their anonymity; a coupon which included an 
incentive for completing the survey, and a voluntary 
request to participate in the follow-up interviews. 
Teachers were asked to complete the surveys at their 
convenience, either in school or at another site, and to 
mail them back in the enclosed stamped envelope, along with 
the voluntary coupon. The teachers were assured that the 
coupons and surveys would be separated when received, so 
that confidentiality of responses would be secure, and were 
notified that names and school district affiliations would 
remain anonymous in any written product arising from their 
responses. 
Interview Process 
The next phase of the study involved individual 
structured interviews of teachers from the schools about 
the validity of the decisions they make from assessment 
data, as well as the unintended consequences of those 
decisions. A coupon was included in the survey packets 
which asked for voluntary participation in follow-up 
interviews, and did not ask the volunteer to identify the 
teaching area or licensure (see coupon in Appendix B). 
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The returned coupons were separated from the surveys 
and put in a group. Two names from each school district 
initially were randomly selected for interviews from the 
group of voluntary participants. Most of the participants 
were regular educators, and the researcher was not able to 
interview equal numbers of general and special educators as 
originally proposed. Further, not all of those who 
volunteered to participate in the interview responded when 
contacted. 
A total of 39 participants sent back the voluntary 
coupon; 22 indicated agreement to participate in a follow¬ 
up interview, and 17 did not. After each group from a 
school district was received, two names where chosen, and 
attempts were made to contact them. If there was no 
response to the attempts for contact, the researcher 
selected additional names from the pool of potential 
volunteers. Of the 22 who sent back the voluntary coupon 
for the interviews, 16 participants were contacted; 6 were 
initially selected and did not respond; 6 responded to the 
initial contact, but either did not respond to set up an 
appointment, or were unable to make the appointment; and 4 
were interviewed. The participants in the interviews were 
assured that they would remain anonymous, and their 
responses would be confidential. 
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Data Analysis 
The participants' responses to the survey were entered 
in the statistical software program, SPSS, descriptive 
measures were compiled, and between group tests were 
completed. Demographic data in Part I identified groups 
which were then used to compare responses on Parts II and 
III of the instrument. Further analyses of individual 
responses on Parts II and III were conducted to see if any 
additional relationships could be identified between 
assessment literacy and efficacy. Reliability for Part II, 
the confidence/efficacy scale was .91. Part III of the 
survey was adapted from the original Teacher Assessment 
Literacy Questionnaire (Plake, 1993), a national study 
which previously showed KR20 reliability for the entire 
test equal to .54 (Plake, Impara, & Fager, 1993). 
Reliability for Part III, the adapted Assessment Literacy 
Questionnaire was also .54. 
The interviews were transcribed from the audio tapes, 
and were grouped into categories that could provide a 
framework for summarizing the data, and answering the 
research questions. The data were divided into categories, 
and read again in order to determine additional key themes 
within each area. Finally, the results from the survey, 
along with the interview responses were considered as a 
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whole in an effort to better understand classroom 
assessment practices, to identify potential training needs 
for teachers, and areas for future research. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
In the following sections, the results of the survey 
and interviews are presented within the framework of the 
research questions. The first research question relates to 
Part III of the survey, which is adapted from the Teacher 
Assessment Literacy Questionnaire (Plake & Impara, 1993) . 
The next section reports the data collected from Part II of 
the survey, focusing on the second question about 
assessment efficacy. Following is information from the 
individual structured interviews, which elicited responses 
from teachers about the consequences of the assessment 
decisions they make. 
What do teachers know and understand about assessment? 
Teacher Characteristics 
The results in Part I of the survey indicated that the 
majority of the respondents were general education teachers 
at the secondary level, with graduate degrees, and prior 
training in assessment; and were almost equally divided by 
years of experience (see Description of Participants, 
Tables 1-6, Chapter III). 
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In Part I, Item 7 of the survey, participants were 
asked to respond about their preparation for teaching on a 
5 item Likert scale from Not prepared to Well prepared. 
Forty eight (48) responded from Somewhat prepared to Well 
prepared; while 13 were either Not prepared or A little 
prepared. The mean response on the 5 item scale was 3.43 
with a standard deviation of 1.10 (see Table 8). 
Table 8 
Preparation for Teaching 
When you started teaching, how 
prepared did you feel to teach? 
Mean 
3.43 
Std Dev 
1.10 
Freguency Percent 
Not prepared 2 3.3 
A little prepared 11 18.0 
Somewhat prepared 19 31.1 
Prepared 17 27.9 
Well prepared 12 19.7 
Total 61 100.0 
In Part 1, Item 8 of the survey, participants were 
asked to respond about their preparation for assessing 
student performance on a 5 item Likert scale from Not 
prepared to Well prepared. Thirty nine (39) responded from 
Somewhat prepared to Well prepared; while 22 were either 
Not prepared or A little prepared. The mean response on the 
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5 item scale was 2.97 with a standard deviation of 1.11 
( see Table 9) . 
Table 9 
Preparation for Assessing Student Performance 
When you started teaching, 
you feel to assess student 
how prepared did 
performance? 
Mean 
2.97 
Std Dev 
1.11 
Freguency Percent 
Not prepared 5 8.2 
A little prepared 17 27.9 
Somewhat prepared 20 32.8 
Prepared 13 21.3 
Well prepared 6 9.8 
Total 61 100.0 
A Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated to 
determine whether there was a statistically significant 
relationship between preparation for teaching and 
preparation for assessing student performance. A 
significant correlation was found (r = .652, p < .001) 
indicating that teachers who felt better prepared for 
teaching also felt better prepared for assessing student 
performance. 
Summary 
The majority of the respondents were general education 
teachers at the secondary level, with graduate degrees, and 
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prior training in assessment; and ranged in years of 
experience from 1 to 42 years. They perceived that they 
were better prepared to teach than to assess student 
performance; and were confident in their ability to make 
educational decisions from assessment data. 
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Assessment Literacy 
. 
Part III of the survey was actually a test of 
assessment literacy that included 16 items (see Appendix 
A). For 9 of the items (56%), 70% or more of the 
participants responded correctly. All of the participants 
correctly answered item number 7 which referred to the use 
of rubrics as an assessment strategy (see Table 10). On 
the other seven items, the percentages of participants 
responding correctly ranged from about 18% to 63%. These 
items included terms and concepts that are related to 
technical aspects of assessment such as reliability, grade 
equivalents (G.E.), and percentile ranks (see Table 11). 
None of the participants responded correctly to all 16 
items related to assessment literacy. The number of 
correct responses by participant ranged from 15 (93.8%) to 
5 (31.3%), with an average of 10.82 (see Table 12). 
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Table 10 
Assessment Literacy: Items >70% correct 
Items >70% Correct (n=61) 
Number 
Correct Percent 
7. Students in Mr. Jakman's science class are 
required to develop a model of the solar system as 
part of their end-of-unit grade. Which scoring 
procedure below will maximize the objectivity of 
assessing these student projects? 61 100.0 
1. What is the most important consideration in 
choosing a method for assessing student 
achievement? 59 96.7 
12. When a parent asks a teacher to explain the 
basis for his or her child's grade, the teacher 
should.. 57 93.4 
13. During the most recent grading period, Ms. 
Johnson graded no homework and gave only one end- 
of-unit test. Grades were assigned only on the 
basis of the test. Which of the following is the 
major criticism regarding how she assigned the 
grades ? 57 93.4 
3. Mrs. Bruce wished to assess her students' 
understanding of the method of problem solving she 
had been teaching. Which assessment strategy below 
would be most valid? 55 
90.2 
16. Mrs. Brown wants to let her students know how 
they did on their test as quickly as possible. She 
tells her students that their scored tests will be 
on a chair outside of her room immediately after 
school. The students may come and pick out their 
graded test from among the other tests for their 
class. What is wrong with Mrs. Brown's action? 54 88.5 
6. Many teachers score classroom tests using a 
100-point percent correct scale. In general, what 
does a student's score of 90 on such a scale mean? 53 86.9 
9. Ms. Camp is starting a new semester with a 
factoring unit in her Algebra I class. Before 
beginning the unit, she gives her students a test 
on the commutative, associative, and distributive 
properties of addition and multiplication. Which 
of the following is the most likely reason she 
gives this test to her students? 46 75.4 
5. Ms. Guardia wants to assess her students' 
skills in organizing ideas rather than just 
repeating facts. Which words should she use in 
formulating essay exercises to achieve this goal? 43 70.5 
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Table 11 
Assessment Literacy: Items <70% Correct 
Items <70% Correct (n=61) 
Number 
Correct Percent 
14. Mr. Klein bases his students' grades mostly 
on graded homework and tests. Mr. Kaplan bases his 
students' grades mostly on his observation of the 
students during class. A major difference in these 
two assessment strategies for assigning grades can 
best be summarized as a difference in.. 39 63.9 
2. When scores from a standardized test are said 
to be "reliable," what does it imply? 31 50.8 
15. John scored at the 60th percentile on a 
mathematics concepts test and scores at the 57th 
percentile on a test of reading comprehension. If 
the percentile bands for each test are five 
percentile ranks wide, what should John's teacher 
do in light of these test results? 30 49.2 
8. Frank, a beginning 5th grader, received a 
G.E.(grade equivalent score) of 8.0 on the Reading 
Comprehension subtest of a standardized test. This 
score should be interpreted to meat that Frank.. 26 42.6 
10. When planning classroom instruction for a unit 
on arithmetic operations with fractions, which of 
these types of information have more potential to 
be helpful? 22 36.1 
4. Which of the following actions would most 
likely increase the reliability of Mrs. Lockwood's 
multiple choice end-of-unit examination in 
physical science? 16 26.2 
11. Which of the following choices typically 
provides the most reliable student performance 
information that a teacher might consider when 
assigning a unit grade? 11 18.0 
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Table 12 
Assessment Literacy: Items Correct by Number of 
Participants 
Number of 
Participants 
Percent of 
Participants 
^Number of 
Correct 
Responses 
Percent 
Correct 
2 3.3 15 93.8 
5 8.2 14 87.5 
5 8.2 13 81.3 
12 19.7 12 75.0 
14 22.9 11 68.8 
8 13.1 10 62.5 
6 9.8 9 56.3 
5 8.2 8 50.0 
1 1.6 7 43.8 
1 1.6 6 37.5 
2 3.3 5 31.3 
Mean Median Std Dev 
10.82 11.00 2.22 
* Total possible correct = 16. 
The correct responses for Part III of the survey were 
not consistent by the seven Standards for Teacher 
Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students 
(STCEAS) (see Table 13). All of the 61 participants 
responded correctly to one item, number 7. There were 3 
items for Standard 1, Choosing assessment methods, and the 
number of correct responses ranged from 31 to 59; 2 items 
represented Standard 2, Developing assessment methods, and 
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the number of correct responses were 43 and 16; 3 items 
represented Standard 3, Administering, scoring and 
interpreting test results, and the number of correct 
responses ranged from 26 to 61; 2 items represented 
Standard 4, Using assessment results for decision making, 
and the number of correct responses were 22 and 46; 3 items 
represented Standard 5, Using assessment in grading, and 
the number of correct responses ranged from 11 to 57; 2 
items represented Standard 6, Communicating assessment 
results, and the number of correct responses were 30 and 
39; 1 item represented Standard 1, Recognizing unethical 
practice, and the number of correct responses were 54. 
A Pearson correlation was calculated examining the 
relationship between participants' correct responses on the 
assessment literacy questionnaire and years of teaching 
experience. A weak correlation that was not significant was 
found (r = -.127, p > .05). The number of correct responses 
to the assessment literacy questionnaire was not related to 
years of teaching experience. 
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Table 13 
Assessment Literacy: Results by STCEAS 
Standard Item 
Percent 
Correct 
Mean 
Percent 
Correct 
1 . 
Choosing 
assessment 
methods 
1. What is the most important 
consideration in choosing a 
method for assessing student 
achievement ? 96.7 
3. Mrs. Bruce wished to 
assess her students' 
understanding of the method 
of problem solving she had 
been teaching. Which 
assessment strategy below 
would be most valid? 90.2 
2. When scores from a 
standardized test are said to 
be "reliable., " what does it 
imply? 50.8 79.2 
2 . 
Developing 
assessment 
methods 
5. Ms. Guardia wants to 
assess her students' skills 
in organizing ideas rather 
than just repeating facts. 
Which words should she use in 
formulating essay exercises 
to achieve this goal? 70.5 
4. Which of the following 
actions would most likely 
increase the reliability of 
Mrs. Lockwood's multiple 
choice end-of-unit 
examination in physical 
science? 26.2 48.4 
3 . 
Administering, 
scoring and 
interpreting 
test results 
7. Students in Mr. Jakman's 
science class are required to 
develop a model of the solar 
system as part of their end- 
of-unit grade. Which scoring 
procedure below will maximize 
the objectivity of assessing 
these student projects? 100.0 
6. Many teachers score 
classroom tests using a 100- 
point percent correct scale. 
In general, what does a 
student's score of 90 on such 
a scale mean? 86.9 
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Table 13 (continued) 
Assessment Literacy: Results by STCEAS 
Standard Item 
Percent 
Correct 
Mean 
Percent 
Correct 
3. 
Administering, 
scoring and 
interpreting 
test results 
8. Frank, a beginning 5th 
grader, received a G.E.(grade 
equivalent score) of 8.0 on 
the Reading Comprehension 
subtest of a standardized 
test. This score should be 
interpreted to mean that 
Frank... 42.6 76.5 
4. 
Using 
assessment 
results for 
decision 
making 
9. Ms. Camp is starting a new 
semester with a factoring 
unit in her Algebra I class. 
Before beginning the unit, 
she gives her students a test 
on the commutative, 
associative, and distributive 
properties of addition and 
multiplication. Which of the 
following is the most likely 
reason she gives this test to 
her students? 75.4 
10. When planning classroom 
instruction for a unit on 
arithmetic operations with 
fractions, which of these 
types of information have 
more potential to be helpful? 36.1 55.8 
5 . 
Using 
assessment in 
grading 
12. When a parent asks a 
teacher to explain the basis 
for his or her child's grade, 
the teacher should... 93.4 
13. During the most recent 
grading period, Ms. Johnson 
graded no homework and gave 
only one end-of-unit test. 
Grades were assigned only on 
the basis of the test. Which 
of the following is the major 
criticism regarding how she 
assigned the grades? 93.4 
11. Which of the following 
choices typically provides 
the most reliable student 
performance information that 
a teacher might consider when 
assigning a unit grade? 18.0 68.3 
51 
Table 14 (continued) 
Assessment Literacy: Results by STCEAS 
Mean 
Percent Percent 
_Standard_Item_Correct_Correct 
6. 14. Mr. Klein bases his 
Communicating students' grades mostly on 
assessment graded homework and tests, 
results Mr. Kaplan bases his 
students' grades mostly on 
his observation of the 
students during class. A 
major difference in these two 
assessment strategies for 
assigning grades can best be 
summarized as a difference 
in.. 63.9 
15. John scored at the 60th 
percentile on a mathematics 
concepts test and scores at 
the 57th percentile on a test 
of reading comprehension. If 
the percentile bands for each 
test are five percentile 
ranks wide, what should 
John's teacher do in light of 
these test results? 49.2 56.6 
7. 
Recognizing 
unethical 
practice 
16. Mrs. Brown wants to let 
her students know how they 
did on their test as quickly 
as possible. She tells her 
students that their scored 
tests will be on a chair 
outside of her room 
immediately after school. The 
students may come and pick 
out their graded test from 
among the other tests for 
their class. What is wrong 
with Mrs. Brown's action? 88.5 88.5 
When comparing the responses on Part I, Item 7, which 
asked the respondents about their perceptions of 
preparation for teaching; to the correct responses on Part 
III, the Assessment Literacy questionnaire, the majority of 
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the correct responses (approximately 80%) fell into the 
categories of somewhat prepared, prepared, or very 
prepared. 
A Pearson correlation was calculated examining the 
relationship between participants' correct responses on the 
assessment literacy questionnaire and perceptions of 
preparation for teaching. The correlation was not 
significant (r = .052, p > .05). The number of correct 
responses on the assessment literacy questionnaire was not 
related to perceptions of preparation for teaching. 
When comparing the responses on Part I, Item 8, which 
asked the respondents about their perceptions of 
preparation for assessing student performance; to the 
correct responses on Part III, the assessment literacy 
questionnaire, the majority of the correct responses 
(approximately 64%) fell into the categories of somewhat 
prepared, prepared, or very prepared. 
A Pearson correlation was calculated examining the 
relationship between participants' correct responses on the 
assessment literacy questionnaire and perceptions of 
preparation for assessing student performance. The 
correlation was not significant (r = .065, p > .05). The 
number of correct responses on the assessment literacy 
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questionnaire was not related to perceptions of preparation 
for assessing student performance. 
A Pearson correlation was calculated examining the 
relationship between participants' correct responses on the 
assessment literacy questionnaire and level of education. 
The correlation was not significant (r = .201, p > .05). 
The number of correct responses on the assessment literacy 
questionnaire was not related to level of education. 
A Pearson correlation was calculated examining the 
relationship between participants' correct responses on the 
assessment literacy questionnaire and training. The 
correlation was not significant (r = .023, p > .05). The 
number of correct responses on the assessment literacy 
questionnaire was not related to having training. 
Summary 
The participants demonstrated a level of assessment 
literacy that appears to be related to regular classroom 
practice. They reached a standard of 70% correct on 9 out 
of the 16 items (56%) on the assessment literacy 
questionnaire. One item was answered correctly by all the 
participants, number 7, which involved an understanding of 
rubrics. The items that were consistently incorrect 
involved terms related to the technical aspects of 
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assessment, such as reliability, standardized test, 
percentile rank, grade equivalent', and criterion- 
referenced. While most of the participants had graduate 
degrees and previous training in assessment, their level of 
assessment literacy as measured by correct responses were 
not related to years of teaching experience, perceptions of 
preparation for teaching, perceptions of preparation for 
assessing student performance, level of education, 
training, and perceptions of confidence. 
How confident are teachers in using assessment results to 
measure student progress? 
Assessment Efficacy 
In Part I, Item 9 of the survey, participants were 
asked to rate their confidence in the educational decisions 
they make based on student assessment data on a 4-item 
scale from Not at all confident to Very confident (1 = Not 
at all confident, 2 = a little confident, 3 = confident, 4 
= very confident). Fifty eight (58) responded that they 
were either Confident or Very confident in their skills; 
and 3 responded that they were A little confident. The mean 
response on the 4 item scale was 3.26 with a standard 
deviation of .54 (see Table 14). 
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Table 14 
Assessment Efficacy: Confidence in Decision-Making Using 
Assessment Data 
Item N Percent Mean 
Std 
Dev 
Please rate your confidence in 
educational decisions you make 
on student assessment data. 
the 
based 
Not at all confident 0 
o
 
o
 
A little confident 3 4.9 
Confident 39 63.9 
Very confident 19 31.1 
Total 61 100.0 3.26 . 54 
Part II of the survey included 14 brief scenarios 
related to classroom assessment, and asked that the 
participants indicate their level of confidence in 
completing the task on a 6 item scale from Not at all 
confident (1) to Very confident (6). The means varied from 
a low of 3.90 on Item 11, Developing Individual Student 
Success Plans using the item analyses from your students'’ 
MCAS results; to 5.23 on Item 9, Making accurate 
evaluations of students' work (see Table 15). 
The tasks identified in the confidence scale on Part 
II of the survey represent core knowledge that a teacher 
should possess, and are part of the seven STCEAS standards 
previously mentioned (see Table 16). 
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Table 15 
Assessment Efficacy: Confidence Scale Items Means 
Item Mean 
Std 
Dev 
1. Assessing your students' learning after you teach a 
lesson based on the state curriculum frameworks. 4.87 .96 
2. Developing an appropriate assessment of your 
students' understanding of concepts you are teaching. 4.93 .88 
3. Explaining the difference between grade equivalent 
and. percentile rank scores on a standardized achievement 
test. 4.29 1.54 
4. Your school adopted a textbook series with excellent 
objective and teaching materials, but almost nothing in 
the form of tests or exercises to monitor student 
progress. You are asked to develop evaluation procedures 
to accompany the text for your grade level. 4.75 1.16 
5. A new student has been assigned to your class. Her 
records indicate that her IQ scores is 95, her 
achievement scores are at the 50th percentile, and her 
MCAS scores are at the lower end of "needs improvement." 
You need to use this assessment information to design 
instruction to meet her needs. 4.17 1.29 
6. You are asked to help your department develop a 
consistent grading procedure. 4.57 1.12 
7. Explaining your students' grades and MCAS results to 
their parents. 4.86 1.16 
8. Monitoring students' progress using curriculum-based 
measures. 4.91 .94 
9. Making accurate evaluations of students' work. 5.23 . 78 
10. Developing an acceptable rubric for scoring students 
participating in a group project. 4.88 1.17 
11. Developing Individual Student Success Plans using 
the item analyses from your students' MCAS results. 3.90 1.38 
12. Explaining alternative assessment strategies and how 
to implement them. 4.16 1.29 
13. Making assessment accommodation decisions for 
students with disabilities. 4.29 1.40 
14. Linking classroom assessment accommodations with 
those allowed on the MCAS. 4.14 1.29 
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Table 16 
Assessment Efficacy: Confidence Scale Items by STCEAS 
Standard Item Mean 
Std 
Dev 
1. Choosing 
assessment methods 
1. Assessing your students' 
learning after you teach a lesson 
based on the state curriculum 
frameworks. 4.87 .96 
2. Developing 
assessment methods 
2. Developing an appropriate 
assessment of your students' 
understanding of concepts you are 
teaching. 4.93 .88 
4. Your school adopted a textbook 
series with excellent objective and 
teaching materials, but almost 
nothing in the form of tests or 
exercises to monitor student 
progress. You are asked to develop 
evaluation procedures to accompany 
the text for your grade level. 4.75 1.16 
10. Developing an acceptable rubric 
for scoring students participating 
in a group project. 4.8 8 1.17 
12. Explaining alternative 
assessment strategies and how to 
implement them. 4.16 1.29 
3. Administering, 
scoring and 
interpreting test 
results 
9. Making accurate evaluations of 
students' work. 5.23 . 78 
4. Using assessment 
results for 
decision making 
5. A new student has been assigned 
to your class. Her records indicate 
that her IQ scores is 95, her 
achievement scores are at the 50th 
percentile, and her MCAS scores are 
at the lower end of "needs 
improvement." You need to use this 
assessment information to design 
instruction to meet her needs. 4.17 1.29- 
8. Monitoring students' progress 
using curriculum-based measures. 4.91 .94 
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Table 16 (continued) 
Assessment Efficacy: Confidence Scale Items by STCEAS 
Standard Item Mean 
Std 
Dev 
4. Using assessment 
results for 
decision making 
11. Developing Individual Student 
Success Plans using the item 
analyses from your students' MCAS 
results . 3.90 1 .38 
13. Making assessment accommodation 
decisions for students with 
disabilities. 4.29 1 .40 
14. Linking classroom assessment 
accommodations with those allowed 
on the MCAS. 4.14 1 .29 
5. Using assessment 
in grading 
6. You are asked to help your 
department develop a consistent 
grading procedure. 4.57 1 . 12 
6 . Communicating 
assessment results 
3. Explaining the difference 
between grade equivalent and 
percentile rank scores on a 
standardized achievement test. 4.29 1 . 54 
7. Explaining your students' grades 
and MCAS results to their parents. 4.86 1 .16 
7. Recognizing (Standard 7 not included) 
unethical practice 
The mean scores of the 14 items on the confidence 
scale were compared based on level of education (bachelors, 
masters, m+30, doctorate) using a one-way ANOVA. No 
significant difference was found, p >.05. The mean item 
confidence scores did not differ significantly based on the 
level of education of the participants. 
The total mean scores of participants on the 
confidence scale were compared based on level of education 
(bachelors, masters, m+30, doctorate) using a one-way 
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ANOVA. No significant difference was found, p > .05). The 
total mean scores of the participants on the confidence 
scale did not differ significantly based on the level of 
education. 
An independent-samples t-test was calculated comparing 
the total mean scores on the confidence scale of 
participants grouped by current position, elementary/not 
elementary. No significant difference was found (t(59) = 
.778, p > .05). The mean of those whose current position 
was elementary {m - 4.46, sd = .822) was not significantly 
different from the mean of those whose position was not 
elementary (m = 4.63. sd = .771). 
A Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated for 
the relationship between total scores on the confidence 
scale and years teaching. A moderate positive correlation 
was found (r(59) =.381, p <.01, indicating a significant 
linear relationship between confidence and years of 
teaching experience. 
Several independent-samples t-tests were calculated 
comparing the mean scores of the 14 items on the confidence 
scale of participants grouped by type of training in 
assessment (undergraduate or graduate) and several 
significant differences were found (see Tables 17 and 18). 
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When comparing the mean scores of the 14 items of 
those who had an undergraduate class in assessment to those 
who did not, there was a significant difference between the 
means of the two groups (see Table 20) for Item 11 - 
Developing Individual Student Success Plans using the item 
analyses from your students' MCAS results (t(56)=-2.079, p 
< .05). The mean of the group that had an undergraduate 
class was significantly higher {m = 4.44, sd = 1.149) than 
the mean of the group that did not have a class {m = 3.65, 
sd = 1.424). Cohen's d was .556. The magnitude of the 
difference between the mean scores on item 11 of the 
confidence scale grouped by those who had an undergraduate 
class or not, was medium. 
There was also a significant difference between the 
means of the two groups (see Table 17) for Item 12 - 
Explaining alternative assessment strategies and how to 
implement them (t(55)= -2.153, p < .05). The mean of the 
group that had an undergraduate class was significantly 
higher {m = 4.71, sd = 1.047) than the mean of the group 
that did not have a class (m = 3.93, sd = 1.328) . Cohen's d 
was .581. The magnitude of the difference between the mean 
scores on item 12 of the confidence scale grouped by those 
who had an undergraduate class or not, was medium. 
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In addition, there was a significant difference 
between the means of the two groups (see Table 17) for Item 
14 - Linking classroom assessment accommodations with those 
allowed on the MCAS (t(57)= -2.403, p < .05). The mean of 
the group that had an undergraduate class was significantly 
higher (m = 4.72, sd = 1.179) than the mean of the group 
that did not have a class (m = 3.88, sd = 1.269) . Cohen's d 
was .637. The magnitude of the difference between the mean 
scores on item 14 of the confidence scale grouped by those 
who had an undergraduate -class or not, was medium. 
Table 17 
Assessment Efficacy: Comparison of Means for Items 11, 12, 
14 and Undergraduate Course or Not 
UG Std Cohen's 
Item Course N Mean Dev t d 
11. Developing 
Individual Students 
Success Plans using 
the item analyses from 
your students' MCAS 
no 40 3.65 1.42 
results. yes 18 4.44 1.15 -2.079 0.556 
12. Explaining 
alternative assessment no 40 3.93 1.33 
strategies and how to 
implement them. yes 17 4.71 1.05 -2.153 0.581 
14. Linking classroom 
assessment 
accommodations with 
those allowed on the 
no 41 3.88 1.27 
MCAS . yes 18 4.72 1.18 -2.403 0.637 
When comparing the mean scores of the 14 items of 
those who had a graduate class in assessment to those who 
did not, there was a significant difference between the 
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means of the two groups (see Table 18) for Item 3 - 
Explaining the difference between' grade equivalent and 
percentile rank scores on a standardized achievement test 
(t(39.172) = -3.578, p < .01). The mean of the group that 
had a graduate class was significantly higher (m = 4.26, sd 
= 1.192) than the mean of the group that did not have a 
class (m = 3.46, sd = 1.641). Cohen's d was 1.14. The 
magnitude of the difference between the mean scores on item 
3 of the confidence scale grouped by those who had taken a 
graduate class or not, was large. 
There was also a significant difference between the 
means of the two groups (see Table 18) for Item 10 - 
Developing an acceptable rubric for scoring students 
participating in a group project ft(35.108) = -2.681, p < 
.05). The mean of the group that had a graduate class was 
significantly higher (m = 5.22, sd = .866) than the mean 
of the group that did not have a class (m = 4.38, sd = 
1.377). Cohen's d was .91. The magnitude of the difference 
between the mean scores on item 10 of the confidence scale 
grouped by those who had taken a graduate class or not, was 
large. 
In addition, there was a significant difference 
between the means of the two groups (see Table 18) for Item 
12 - Explaining alternative assessment strategies and how 
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to implement them (t(55)= -3.318, p < .01). The mean of 
the group that had a graduate class was significantly 
higher (m = 4.59, sd — 1.076) than the mean of the group 
that did not have a class (m = 3.52, sd = 1.344) . Cohen's d 
was .90. The magnitude of the difference between the mean 
scores on item 12 of the confidence scale grouped by those 
who had taken a graduate class or not, was large. 
There was also a significant difference between the 
means of the two groups (see Table 18) for Item 13 - Making 
assessment accommodation-decisions for students with 
disabilities (t(57)= -3.538, p < .01). The mean of the 
group that had a graduate class was significantly higher 
(m = 4.79, sd = 1.225) than the mean of the group that did 
not have a class (m = 3.60, sd = 1.354). Cohen's d was .94. 
The magnitude of the difference between the mean scores on 
item 13 of the confidence scale grouped by those who had 
taken a graduate class or not, was large. 
Finally, there was also a significant difference 
between the means of the two groups (see Table 18) for Item 
14 - Linking classroom assessment accommodations with those 
allowed on the MCAS (t(57)= -3.400, p < .01). The mean of 
the group that had a graduate class was significantly 
higher (m = 4.57, sd = 1.145) than the mean of the group 
that did not have a class (m = 3.50, sd = 1.251) . Cohen's d 
64 
was .90. The magnitude of the difference between the mean 
scores on item 14 of the confidence scale grouped by those 
who had taken a graduate class or not, was large. 
Table 18 
Assessment Efficacy; Comparison of Means for Items 
3,10,12,13,14 and Graduate Course or Not 
Gr Std Cohen's 
Item course N Mean Dev t d 
3 . Explaining the 
difference between no 24 3.46 1.64 
grade equivalent and 
percentile rank scores 
on a standardized 
achievement test. 
yes 35 4.86 1.19 -3.578 1.14 
10. Developing an 
acceptable rubric for no 24 4.38 1.38 
scoring students 
participating in a 
group project. yes 36 5.22 .87 -2.681 0.91 
12. Explaining 
alternative assessment no 23 3.52 1.34 
strategies and how to 
implement them. yes 34 4.59 1.08 -3.318 0.90 
13. Making assessment 
accommodation no 25 3.60 1.35 
decisions for students 
with disabilities. yes 34 4.79 1.22 -3.538 0.94 
14. Linking classroom 
assessment no 24 3.50 1.25 
accommodations with 
those allowed on the 
MCAS . 
yes 35 4.57 1.14 -3.400 0.90 
An independent-samples t-test was calculated comparing 
the total mean scores on the confidence scale of 
participants grouped by whether having taken a graduate 
course or not, and a significant difference was found 
(t(59) = -3.178, p < .01). The mean of those who had taken 
a graduate course in assessment {m = 4.83, sd = .64) was 
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significantly different from the mean of those who had not 
{m = 4.21. sd = .89). Cohen's d was .80. The magnitude of 
the difference between the participants' mean scores on the 
confidence scale grouped by having taken a graduate course 
or not was large. 
A Pearson correlation was calculated examining the 
relationship between participants' total scores on the 
confidence scale and their correct responses on the 
assessment literacy questionnaire. The correlation was not 
significant (r = .01, p > .05). The participants' 
perceptions of confidence as measured by the confidence 
scale were not related to the number of correct responses 
on the assessment literacy questionnaire. 
Summary 
The participants generally perceived themselves to be 
confident in their skills to make appropriate educational 
decisions using assessment data. The responses on the 
confidence scale indicated that the participants felt most 
confident making accurate evaluations of students' work, 
and the least confident developing Individual Student 
Success Plans using the item analyses from your students' 
MCAS results. Participants' perceptions of confidence as 
indicated by item and total mean scores did not differ 
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significantly based on the level of education and the level 
they were teaching (elementary or'not). 
While most of the participants responded that they had 
previous training in assessment, those who had taken an 
undergraduate course were more confident in developing 
Individual Student Success Plans using the item analyses 
from students'’ MCAS results; explaining alternative 
assessment strategies and how to implement them; and 
linking classroom assessment accommodations with those 
allowed on the MCAS than those who had not taken an 
undergraduate class. 
Those who indicated that they had taken a graduate 
level class in assessment were more confident than those 
who had not taken a graduate class on the following tasks: 
explaining the difference between grade equivalent and 
percentile rank scores on a standardized achievement test; 
developing an acceptable rubric for scoring students 
participating in a group project; explaining alternative 
assessment strategies and how to implement them; making 
assessment accommodation decisions for students with 
disabilities; and linking assessment accommodation 
decisions with those allowed on the MCAS. In addition, the 
total confidence scores of those who had taken a graduate 
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course in assessment differed significantly from those who 
had not taken an assessment course. 
When comparing the relationship of the total scores on 
the confidence scale to years of teaching experience, a 
moderate positive correlation was found. This indicates 
that there is a significant relationship between confidence 
(assessment efficacy) and years of experience. However, the 
correlation between the total scores on the confidence 
scale and total scores on the assessment literacy 
questionnaire was weak, and not significant. This indicates 
that for the participants in this study, assessment 
literacy was not related to perceptions of assessment 
efficacy. 
What do teachers believe are the consequences of the 
assessment decisions they make? 
Consequences of Educational Assessment Decisions 
Along with assessment efficacy and assessment 
literacy, teachers must also believe that the educational 
decisions they make are valid, useful and meaningful, and 
lead to appropriate outcomes for students. As a result, it 
is important to consider the values and consequences of 
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decisions made from assessments; that is, data driven 
educational decisions must consider consequences. 
The results from the follow-up structured interviews 
are presented within the framework of the interview 
questions (see Table 7). Four teachers participated in the 
interviews, and were chosen at random from those who 
volunteered after responding to the survey. 
The first part of the interview gathered data about 
classroom-based assessment decisions; the second about 
school-and district-wide assessments; and the third about 
the statewide assessment. The next part of the interview 
asked participants whether assessments in their school or 
district contribute to valid educational decisions; 
followed by their thoughts about the unintended 
consequences of teacher decisions made from assessment. A 
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summary of the results of the participants' comments are 
following in Tables 19 through 21. Finally, the interviews 
concluded with any additional comments about assessment 
practices that the participants wanted to share. 
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Table 19 
Educational Assessment Decisions and Meaningful Outcomes 
Type of Assessment Educational Decisions Meaningful Outcomes 
Classroom-based Grade 
Placement 
Progress monitoring 
Instructional 
Curricular 
Correct placement 
Appropriate instruction 
Student progress 
School-and 
District-wide 
Diagnostic 
Placement 
Progress monitoring - 
group 
Progress monitoring - 
individual 
Transition 
Better placement 
Better decisions 
Student progress 
Statewide MCAS Instructional 
Program placement 
Remediation 
Curricular 
Meet standards 
Graduation 
Additional learning 
i.e. college prep 
career exploration 
interests 
Table 20 
Outcomes that are Not Appropriate and Contributing Factors 
Type of Assessment Inappropriate Outcomes Contributing Factors 
Classroom-based Wrong placement 
Inappropriate instruction 
Lack of progress 
Fail to advance 
Student: 
attendance 
refusal 
motivation 
emotional state 
family issues 
teacher error in 
interpreting data 
Large class size 
School-and 
District-wide 
Wrong placement 
Inappropriate instruction 
Lack of progress 
Student: 
attendance 
refusal 
motivation 
emotional state 
family issues 
Teacher error in 
interpreting data 
Lack of alternative 
placements 
Lack of data / records 
Statewide MCAS Remedial classes 
No graduation 
Limited instructional 
focus, i.e. passing 
the test rather than 
content mastery 
Fewer options for learning 
High stakes 
Test anxiety 
"Teach to the test" 
Resource allocation 
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Table 21 
Unintended Consequences of Educational Assessment Decisions 
and Impact 
Unintended Consequences of 
Educational Decisions 
(responses relate to the 
statewide assessment) 
Impact of Unintended 
Consequences 
Student Low self-esteem 
Lack of motivation 
Labeling 
Limited focus of instruction 
Options limited 
Emotional problems 
Drop-out 
Decrease in learning 
Teacher Increased accountability 
Limited focus of instruction 
Less flexibility 
Less creativity 
Loss of confidence in 
educational decision-making 
Quality of teaching 
School Increased accountability 
Resources allocated to improve 
test scores 
Decrease in program options 
Decrease in student supports 
Decrease in services 
1. What types of educational decisions do you make from 
classroom-based assessments? Do these decisions lead to 
meaningful outcomes for your students? Are there situations 
when classroom based assessment decisions do not lead to 
appropriate student outcomes? 
The interview participants responded similarly that 
the types of educational decisions they make- from 
assessment data in the classroom are as follows: grades, 
placement, progress monitoring, instructional, and 
curricular. For example, one of the teachers responded 
that: 
I'm looking at a way quickly to gauge where 
they are and decide what is the best thing 
for me to work on...to identify the type of 
instruction needed, skill and level. 
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The participants responded that when decisions are 
implemented appropriately, then outcomes are meaningful. 
One of the teachers commented that: 
Sometimes, definitely not all the time. 
It's one thing to know what a student 
needs, and its another thing to deliver it. 
Especially when is depends on what's 
happening in the classroom. 
If students are placed correctly, then they will 
receive the appropriate instruction at the right level, and 
the outcomes will be positive and meaningful. One of the 
participants teaches in an elective class, and responded 
that if a student is placed in the appropriate class, then 
the outcome is meaningful because the students are 
generally motivated to participate, as follows: 
Yes, this is a program that they have been 
looking forward to since they were very 
small...It's extremely important being 
placed into this program or the advanced 
program, and it is one of the most 
meaningful aspects of their high school 
career. 
All of the participants felt that there were times 
when classroom-based assessment decisions do not lead to 
appropriate student outcomes based on other variables that 
impact student performance, such as attendance, motivation, 
and emotional state. One of the participants provided an 
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example of an inappropriate outcome based on a placement 
decision, as follows: 
Yes, I've made mistakes assessing 
students... one student I rejected placement 
into the class based on my assessment, and 
that was the worst error that I've ever 
committed in my professional career. 
Additional comments were related to classroom-based 
instructional decisions. It was suggested that if 
individual students are in a large class with group 
instruction, it is possible that the teacher could miss the 
instructional target for the individual, either 
intentionally or unintentionally due to the large class 
size. One of the teachers answered that: 
There are times, either by my part, or by 
outside forces that there are not 
appropriate outcomes... if I as a teacher 
didn't adequately interpret the assessment 
data (which has happened), or if I get side 
tracked, and don't target the right skill. 
I know what I'm supposed to be working on 
for an individual kid, but it was easier to 
work on something else because I have this 
other kid in the class...It's me as a 
teacher and the decision I make to support 
a group, rather than an individual. 
Further comments suggested that teachers could make 
errors in interpreting assessment data and make the wrong 
instructional decisions. If the decision based on the 
assessment data is incorrect, it follows that the student 
does not progress as intended. While participants agreed 
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that instructional decisions can be adjusted, if the 
student does not make progress he/she could also be 
impacted emotionally. 
Additional examples mentioned outside extenuating 
circumstances that can impact the student's performance on 
assessment, such as emotional or family issues. The 
student's performance on an assessment might not be 
appropriate due to these outside variables, and the teacher 
could make the wrong decisions as a result. 
Another concern about meaningful outcomes was linked 
to the lack of appropriate alternatives for some students. 
One participant commented as follows: 
I think that happens more at the lower end 
of the spectrum, and that's mostly because 
there aren't a lot of alternatives 
available for the kids. 
There was general agreement that meaningful outcomes 
for students result when the educational decisions made 
from assessment data are correct, and implemented 
appropriately as intended. Outside variables or extenuating 
circumstances, affecting either the student or the 
environment, can further impact the intended outcomes. 
2. What types of educational decisions are made from 
school-and district-wide assessments? Do these decisions 
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lead to meaningful outcomes for students? Are there 
situations when school-and district-wide assessment 
decisions do not lead to appropriate student outcomes? 
Comments indicated that school-and district-wide 
assessments are used for diagnostic decisions, assessment 
of progress as compared to other students, supporting the 
transition of students from middle to high school, 
measuring individual growth, tracking students, and for 
instructional placement. One teacher commented about the 
transition from middle school: 
We do have testing for the eighth 
graders... just on basic skills, and for 
those students who believe they are honors 
students. So, based on that test, the 
teacher recommendation, and the report 
card, we can make a better placement 
decision. 
Another provided an example about monitoring progress for 
students in Title I: 
We have to monitor the progress over time 
for the federal government, so there's a 
pre-test and a post-test at the end of the 
year. It's the Gates and the IOWA that's 
used. 
The participants responded that the educational 
decisions made from school- and district-wide assessment do 
lead to meaningful outcomes by contributing to better 
placement decisions when used with other measures, such as 
MCAS, grades and teacher recommendations. The use of 
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school- and district-wide assessments supplement classroom 
data and supports appropriate placement and instructional 
decisions, and that it is an appropriate use of data. 
Another teacher commented that the school-wide assessment 
information is useful for the teachers and the students, 
and that: 
...so much time is required to do the 
testing, it is hoped that it leads to more 
accurate decisions. 
The participants responded that there are situations 
in which school- and district-wide assessment decisions do 
not lead to appropriate student outcomes. For example, if a 
student is placed based on an assessment decision, and does 
not do well in the placement; while the teacher has to make 
a change and re-assess the student, often the time to find 
another placement and the lack of alternatives can result 
in a negative outcome for the student. In addition, it was 
suggested that student refusal for testing can result in 
inappropriate placement decisions, as well as the lack of 
additional records for some students (i.e. those in foster 
care) to support decision-making. When outcomes are not 
meaningful, the reasons are: 
...either it is a school system issue, a 
student issue, or an issue of the tester. 
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Just as in the first set of questions about classroom- 
based assessment decisions, there'was general agreement 
that school- and district-wide assessment decisions result 
in meaningful outcomes for students when implemented 
appropriate as intended. The assessments at this level 
provide additional information about individual students 
that can be used along with classroom data to make better 
informed decisions. 
3. What types of educational decisions are made from the 
statewide MCAS assessment? Do these decisions lead to 
meaningful outcomes for students? Are there situations when 
statewide assessment decisions do not lead to appropriate 
student outcomes? 
The responses to this question regarded the high- 
stakes nature of the statewide assessment and the 
implications for students and teachers. One of the 
teachers commented that because of the current focus on 
MCAS, the majority of the decisions on instructional 
offerings, remediation programs, summer school classes are 
based on student performance on MCAS, as follows: 
The administration makes decisions based on 
the need for scores to improve, so that the 
school looks good. 
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Another participant responded that the MCAS scores are used 
to guide the purchase of textbooks, supplemental curriculum 
materials, as well as for instructional decisions. The 
current focus on MCAS scores requires that teachers "teach 
to the test" in order to improve scores and make AYP 
(Adequate Yearly Progress). 
There was agreement that the decisions based on the 
statewide assessment lead to meaningful outcomes when 
students achieve competency determination by passing the 
test. As passing the MCAS is a high stakes requirement, if 
students succeed in tenth grade, the final years of high 
school can focus on college preparatory courses, career 
exploration, or elective interests, rather than remedial or 
tutorial classes. As one teacher commented, "it's good if 
they pass the first time." 
All of the participants agreed that statewide 
assessment decisions do not always lead to meaningful 
outcomes, especially when the students do not pass and are 
not able to attain a diploma. One of the participants 
commented that because of the graduation requirement 
students are only passing the test, but not mastering the 
content, while another responded: 
...for those who fail and have to retest 
(sometimes several times) in order to 
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graduate, the outcome is clearly not 
positive. 
An additional concern was for the test anxiety that some 
students exhibit because of the high stakes component; and 
for students who do not pass, there may be accompanying 
emotional and self-esteem issues. 
For teachers, as a result of the statewide assessment, 
there was concern about the quality and delivery of 
instruction and the potential impact on students. One 
teacher commented that: 
If we have to teach to the test, we have less 
flexibility to be creative. It takes the joy 
out of teaching, and this can be passed on to 
the students. 
As the focus of instruction becomes passing the MCAS, 
rather than mastering the content, one of the participants 
expressed concerned as follows: 
We have been coaching students to death on 
test-taking just to pass with the minimum 
score, rather than spending the time, on 
additional instruction. Students are not 
learning as much as they could be. 
It seemed that the participants were clearly more 
vocal about the impact of the statewide assessment for 
students, teachers and schools. There was general agreement 
about the potential negative effects on both teaching and 
learning. It is possible that the pressure on teachers to 
be accountable for student performance on the MCAS may have 
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influenced their responses about the meaningful outcomes of 
a standards-based statewide assessment. 
4. Are there any uses of assessment data in your school or 
district that do not contribute to valid educational 
decisions? What are they, and why do you think so? 
The responses to this question focused on the current 
impact of the statewide assessment on both students and 
teachers. One teacher commented that the school 
administration earmarked .all the available resources in the 
district for improving test scores; and that these 
decisions impact both students and teachers. For the 
students, the decisions that are based on MCAS result in 
fewer options for learning, and a lack of support for some 
students' social-emotional well-being. For the teachers, 
the decisions that are based on the MCAS leads to "teaching 
to the test," and lack of time for other instruction. 
Another participant commented that, 
...we haven't been able to teach them as 
much as we'd like to. I don't like the 
teacher being held accountable for what the 
students don't know up to a point. There 
are other ways to evaluate teachers, as 
well, and not just based on the 
accountability on how well your kids do. 
An outcome of the decisions made from the MCAS assessment 
in one participant's view was as follows: 
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This has created a situation in which 
teachers are no longer confident in their 
decision-making, and their ability to 
decide whether a student is doing well or 
not. The focus on the MCAS is not an 
effective use of instructional time. 
One of the other teachers suggested that: 
...a lot of the fringe areas that are so 
important to kids at the middle school 
aren't being supported in the way they have 
in the past. We're down librarians, 
counselors, psychologists, but were up on 
after-school test support for MCAS classes. 
As in the previous question, the participants 
responded about the impact of the statewide assessment for 
students, teachers and schools. They did not relate the 
question to decisions about individual students, but rather 
spoke about negative effects on teaching and learning of 
the school- and district-wide decisions based on the MCAS. 
5. What are some unintended consequences of teachers' 
educational decisions made from assessments? How might 
these unintended consequences impact students? 
Many of the comments to this question related to the 
decisions that are made from the statewide MCAS assessment. 
All of the participants, however, indicated that for 
students, an unintended consequence of teachers' 
educational decisions from assessments could be emotional 
81 
problems and low self-esteem. For example, the elective 
class teacher responded that: 
I have students that were doing poorly in 
other areas, tell me how that "A" in my 
class changed their lives in terms of 
knowing that there was one aspect of school 
that they were a shining star in, and that 
it has tremendous consequences on their 
self-esteem. 
Those students who are unable to pass the MCAS, and must 
continue to retest, are likely to become discouraged and 
lose motivation. Another participant suggested that 
students who do not succeed on the statewide MCAS are 
impacted in the following ways: 
They have low self-esteem, a lack of 
motivation, they might not get a diploma, 
or they might drop-out. 
Another teacher commented about the concern for the 
labeling of students and the potential negative impact on 
self esteem and learning, as follows: 
The labeling or focus on "warning" or 
"needs improvement," and the kids are 
identified clearly and often, and they all 
have improvement plans. 
Unintended consequences in instructional practices 
were also a major concern for the participants, and the 
impact for both students and teachers was mentioned. One 
of the teachers made the following comments: 
Having taught for 42 years, I can see a 
huge difference in the main focus of what I 
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do every day. I do think about those test 
scores, about what the kids need to do on 
the test, and we stick more to what has to 
be done...a lot of times, following kids 
interests in the class has led to a lot 
better variety and integrating of skills 
than sticking right to the things you "have 
to do." 
Students who learn differently or are outside the norm are 
also' negatively impacted by a lack of available options, as 
well as by the high-stakes graduation requirement. One of 
the participants commented as follows: 
I don't see the creative side of kids any 
more, the art and the music, and the creative 
thinking, the interesting way of looking at 
something that everybody can benefit from. 
In general, I think that kids are learning 
less . 
Another potential unintended consequence could be an 
increase in the dropout rate for those students who are 
unable to attain a passing score and reach the competency 
requirement on the MCAS. 
For teachers, the participants suggested that an 
unintended consequence could be less flexibility and 
creativity in instruction. With a focus on passing the 
test, teachers are required to continually drill students, 
and the perception was that teaching and learning is no 
longer fun. One of the participants commented as follows: 
If there are wrong placements, instruction 
is not at the right level; and on MCAS if 
they don't do well, then there is a lot of 
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drill, and learning and teaching is not fun 
or motivating. 
There was a general agreement that the quality and type of 
instruction in the classroom has changed, and that 
accountability for students' learning is necessary. A 
teacher made the following comments: 
There is less creativity in the classroom, 
less flexibility, and this is less 
motivating. It would be better to teach 
the standards with real life projects, 
rather than drilling and testing. 
There existed a sense from the participants that 
schools are being pressured to improve test scores at the 
expense of teaching and learning, and as a result the 
educational system is becoming punitive. The participants' 
comments exemplify the stress that teachers and schools are 
currently experiencing due to the student performance on 
the statewide MCAS assessment. 
6. Any other comments about assessment? 
The teacher from the elective class commented that 
s/he had very little guidance or training in assessment 
prior to teaching, and had to devise a system that worked 
in the class. Another participant suggested that the focus 
on testing at the early grade levels is negative, as 
follows: 
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...that's where all the fun, the 
creativity, and the huge gains in learning 
are made early on...and I-don't hear good 
things about the testing from the early 
teachers, and it's too bad. 
A final comment about assessment from one of the teachers: 
There is a gray area, a middle ground, like 
in everything. You can test when you need 
to test, but you have to be able to get out 
there and engage the kids. 
Summary 
The interview participants' beliefs about the 
consequences of the educational decisions they make are 
varied. As stated previously, along with assessment 
literacy and assessment efficacy, teachers must also 
believe that the educational decisions they make are valid, 
useful and meaningful, and lead to appropriate and 
meaningful outcomes for students. 
For classroom-based, and school- and district-wide 
assessment decisions, there was general agreement that 
meaningful outcomes for students result when the 
educational decisions made from assessment data are 
correct, and implemented appropriately as intended. Outside 
variables or extenuating circumstances, affecting either 
the student or the environment, can further impact the 
intended outcomes. Assessments at these two levels provide 
a broad range of information about individual students that 
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can be used together to guide and support teachers in 
making informed valid educational decisions. 
The participants were clearly more vocal about the 
unintended consequences of statewide assessment decisions 
for students, teachers and schools. While there was much 
concern about the impact on individual students, there 
existed a heightened sense that schools are being pressured 
to improve test scores at the expense of teaching and 
learning, and as a result the educational system is 
becoming punitive. This pressure may have influenced their 
responses, which exemplify the stress that educators are 
currently experiencing due to mandated accountability 
requirements. 
There was a general perception that the quality and 
delivery of instruction is changing, and that students, 
schools, and the community will feel the impact in years to 
come. Students at all levels of ability will not experience 
the same services and creative approaches as in the past; 
and teachers will lack the flexibility to develop 
innovative strategies to support student learning. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
In this era of accountability, educators must be able 
to use assessment data from multiple sources to inform 
educational decision-making. The purpose of the study was 
to gather information from practicing teachers about their 
knowledge and use of assessment in the classroom; their 
confidence to effectively assess student progress and make 
valid educational decisions; and their beliefs about the 
consequences of these decisions. 
The data revealed a number of interesting perceptions 
about assessment literacy, assessment efficacy, and 
assessment consequences from educators in the region. While 
the intent of the study was exploratory in nature, the 
results do reveal an overall level of competency, beliefs 
and perceptions that are assumed to reflect others in the 
region. 
The teachers who participated in the study were mostly 
general education teachers at the secondary level, with 
graduate degrees, and prior training in assessment. They 
perceived themselves to be somewhat prepared to very 
prepared to teach and assess student performance. However, 
less than two-thirds of the teachers responded correctly to 
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70% of the items on the adapted Assessment Literacy 
Questionnaire. 
It is apparent from the results of this study that a 
number of participants were not proficient in their basic 
knowledge and understanding of assessment, and this could 
impact their ability to effectively monitor student 
progress and make valid educational decisions. These 
results are comparable to those found in previous studies 
of assessment literacy (Plake, Impara & Fager, 1993; 
Campbell, Murphy & Holt, .2002; Mertler, 2003). 
The teachers in this study demonstrated a level of 
assessment literacy that indicated a better understanding 
of regular classroom applications and practice, as has been 
noted in previous research on classroom assessment 
(Brookhart, 2001). They appeared to consistently lack an 
understanding of, and were less confident on items related 
to the technical aspects of assessment. 
The results of the adapted assessment literacy 
questionnaire indicated that at least a third of the 
teachers did not possess a minimum standard of assessment 
literacy, and were not proficient in their basic knowledge 
and understanding of assessment. Clearly this is of concern 
for schools, as the ability to effectively monitor student 
progress and make valid educational decisions will be 
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affected if teachers do not have the prerequisite 
knowledge. 
Researchers for many years have suggested that 
teachers' beliefs are important predictors of teaching 
practices, especially perceptions of their own teaching 
abilities (Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Bliem & Davinroy, 
1997; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2000)). Just as teachers' beliefs and 
knowledge influence their behavior in the classroom, it is 
assumed that teachers' beliefs about their ability to 
assess students, their perceptions of assessment efficacy, 
would also guide their classroom assessment practices. 
The participants in this study perceived themselves to 
be confident in their skills to make appropriate 
educational decisions, thus possessing a high level of 
assessment efficacy. However, while they perceived 
themselves to be confident in their skills to make 
educational decisions, apparently this confidence was not 
grounded in a complete understanding of the use of 
assessments to improve instruction, increase program 
effectiveness, and guide student learning. 
Group comparisons showed increased perceptions of 
confidence on several items of the confidence scale, but it 
is most interesting to note that those who had taken an 
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assessment class (either undergraduate or graduate) 
perceived themselves to be more confident on at least half 
of the items. In addition, there was a moderate correlation 
between perceptions of confidence and years of teaching 
experience. It appears that years of teaching experience 
and college course work are factors that contribute to 
greater perceptions of assessment efficacy. 
However, these feelings of confidence, of assessment 
efficacy, are not enough alone to make a difference in 
student performance or achievement. There exists a 
substantial disconnect between teaching and learning if a 
teacher who possesses a high level of assessment efficacy 
does not understand how to effectively use assessment to 
make educational decisions and guide student learning. 
It was assumed that some sort of relationship would 
exist between the participants' assessment literacy and 
their sense of assessment efficacy. However, the results of 
the analysis did not indicate a significant relationship. 
It is possible that additional variables exist which impact 
these results, and further study would reveal them. 
As stated previously, along with assessment efficacy 
and assessment literacy, teachers must also believe that 
the educational decisions they make are valid, useful and 
meaningful, and lead to appropriate outcomes for students. 
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While exploring the consequences of educational decision¬ 
making from assessments in the individual structured 
interviews, it was clear that the teachers perceived that 
the types of decisions they make from classroom-based, 
school- and district-wide assessments had valid and 
meaningful outcomes when they were correct, and implemented 
appropriately. They were confident that if classroom-based 
decisions were not valid, they could make adjustments. At 
this level, their sense of assessment efficacy was 
relatively high, as the decisions were primarily under 
their control. 
However, the participants expressed concern about the 
unintended consequences of decisions that are made from the 
statewide assessment. At the statewide level, it appeared 
that their sense of assessment efficacy was relatively low, 
as the perception was that the educational decisions based 
on the statewide assessment were external to them and out 
of their control. There was agreement that the statewide 
assessment has valid, meaningful outcomes for those who 
pass the test, but not for those who are unable to pass. 
In their opinions, the impact of these decisions has a much 
larger effect, and has resulted in unintended negative 
outcomes for students, teachers, schools and districts. 
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It is interesting to note that the perceptions about 
the statewide assessment were generally negative, and none 
of the participants indicated the positive aspects of 
having a statewide curriculum, along with an aligned 
statewide assessment. While it was agreed that 
accountability for student learning is necessary, it was 
perceived that the increased focus on the statewide 
assessment has changed the quality and type of instruction 
in the classroom. Perhaps the current context of 
accountability in which teachers and schools are being 
publicly identified as being in "need of improvement" or in 
"corrective action" influenced their responses. 
Educational Implications 
As schools in the state continue to struggle to 
increase scores on the statewide MCAS assessment, to make 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), and to demonstrate progress 
in student achievement, it is clear that efforts to equip 
teachers with the essential skills should be paramount. 
Colleges of education and preservice training programs must 
address this issue, and schools must provide further 
support and mentoring for novice teachers. With the current 
emphasis on assessment and data-driven decision-making in 
public schools, it is evident that training and developing 
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teachers who are competent in assessment at both the 
preservice and inservice levels should be increased, so 
that improved outcomes for students will result. 
It is interesting that while this study and recent 
research has indicated that teachers are not proficient in 
assessment literacy (Brookhart, 2001; Campbell, Murphy & 
Holt, 2002; Stiggins, 2001), many colleges of education do 
not require specific coursework in assessment (Campbell, 
Murphy & Holt, 2002) . The current era of education reform 
and accountability has increased the expectations for 
teachers, and has required that they align classroom 
efforts with state standards in order to improve statewide 
test scores (Campbell, Murphy & Holt, 2002) . Given the 
importance of assessment in educational reform, it would 
appear that efforts to understand teachers' beliefs about 
assessing students, as well as to develop their skills in 
the classroom are key to school improvement efforts. 
The information gathered during this study indicates 
the need for future research about teacher assessment 
skills and practices, regionally and nationally. In 
addition, replication of this study should be done across 
varied groups of educators and contexts in order to gather 
more information, so that appropriate interventions and 
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efforts for school improvement can be supported by 
evidence-based practices. 
Concluding Thoughts 
While we continue to strive to better the processes of 
teaching and learning for the future, it is contingent upon 
our leaders to make a goal of 100% proficiency in 
assessment literacy for all educators, from the classroom 
to the administration. As we achieve this goal, surely our 
educators will attain a high level of assessment efficacy 
that will positively impact student achievement, and we 
will "leave no child behind." 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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Thank you for agreeing to complete this survey. It consists of three parts: 
Part I asks about your background. 
Part II asks you to indicate your confidence in using assessments in your 
classroom. 
Part III is a set of questions regarding the technical characteristics of 
classroom assessment. 
Your responses to this survey are completely confidential. 
PART I: Please respond to the following questions by marking the appropriate 
circle. 
:::a 
■in 
\\\\ 
1. What is your current position in your school? 
O Special Education Teacher 0 General Education teacher 0 Other 
2. What grade level(s) do you teach? (check all that apply) 
O Elementary 
O Middle School/Junior High 
O High School 
3. How many years have you been a teacher? _years 
4. What teaching licensure/certification do you hold? (Choose all that apply) 
0 Special Education K-8 
0 Special Education 9-12 
0 Elementary 
0 Middle school/junior high (identify area below) 
O English Language Arts 0 Math 0 Science 0 Social Science 
O Other: specify _ 
0 Secondary (identify area below) 
0 English Language Arts 0 Math 0 Science O Social Science 
0 Other: specify _____ 
5. What is the highest level of education that you have attained? 
O Bachelors O Masters O Masters + 30/CAGS O Doctorate 
6. Have you received formal training in educational assessment? 
No 0 Yes (indicate type below—check all that apply) 
O Course in undergraduate program 
0 Course in graduate program 
O In-Service (e.g., 1-day workshop) 
0 Other (explain) :____ 
7. When you started teaching, how prepared did you feel to teach? (choose only 
one) 
O not prepared 
O prepared 
O a little prepared 
O well prepared 
O somewhat prepared 
When you started teaching, how prepared did you feel to assess student 
performance? (choose only one) 
O not prepared 
O prepared 
0 a little prepared 
0 well prepared 
O somewhat prepared 
Please rate your confidence in the educational decisions you make based on 
student assessment data. 
O not at all confident O a little confident O confident O very confident 
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Part II: This section presents 14 brief scenarios related to classroom 
assessment. 
Please read each scenario and indicate your level of confidence in completing 
the task by circling the appropriate number on the rating scale. 
Task 
Confidence in Completing the Task 
Not at all 
Confident 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Very 
Confident 
(6) 
1. Assessing your students' 
learning after you teach a lesson 
based on the state curriculum 
frameworks. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
2. Developing an appropriate 
assessment of your students' 
understanding of concepts you are 
teaching. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
3. Explaining the difference 
between grade equivalent and 
percentile rank scores on a 
standardized achievement test. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
4. Your school adopted a textbook 
series with excellent objectives 
and teaching materials, but almost 
nothing in the form of tests or 
exercises to monitor student 
progress. You are asked to develop 
evaluation procedures to accompany 
the text for your grade level. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
5. A new student has been assigned 
to your class. Her records indicate 
that her IQ score is 95, her 
achievement scores are at the 50th 
percentile, and her MCAS scores are 
at the lower end of "needs 
improvement." You need to use this 
assessment information to design 
instruction to meet her needs. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
6. You are asked to help your 
department develop a consistent 
grading procedure. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
7. Explaining your students' grades 
and MCAS results to their parents. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
8. Monitoring students' progress 
using curriculum-based measures. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
9. Making accurate evaluations of 
students' work. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
10. Developing an acceptable rubric 
for scoring students participating 
in a group project. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
11. Developing Individual Student 
Success Plans using the item 
analyses from your students' MCAS 
results. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
12. Explaining alternative 
assessment strategies and how to 
implement them. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
13. Making assessment accommodation 
decisions for students with 
disabilities. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
14. Linking classroom assessment 
accommodations with those allowed 
on the MCAS. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
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Part III: This section consists of 16 items intended to test your knowledge of 
the technical characteristics of educational assessments (items adapted from 
the Teacher Assessment Literacy Questionnaire, by Barbara S. Plake and James C. 
Impara). 
Please read each item carefully and select the best response by marking the 
corresponding circle. 
1. What is the most important consideration in choosing a method for assessing 
student achievement? 
0 The ease of scoring the assessment. 
0 The ease of preparing the assessment. 
0 The accuracy of assessing whether or not instructional objectives 
were attained. 
0 The acceptance by the school administration. 
2. When scores from a standardized test are said to be "reliable," what does it 
imply? 
0 Student scores from the test can be used for a large number of 
educational decisions. 
0 If a student retook the same test, he or she would get a similar 
score on each retake. 
0 The test score is a more valid measure than teacher judgments. 
0 The test score accurately reflects the content of what is taught. 
3. Mrs. Bruce wished to assess her students' understanding of the method of 
problem solving she had been teaching. Which assessment strategy below would 
be most valid? 
0 Select a textbook that has a "teacher's guide" with a test 
developed by the authors. 
0 Develop an assessment consistent with an outline of what she has 
taught in the class. 
0 Select a standardized test that provides a score on problem 
solving skills. 
0 Select an instrument that measures students' attitudes about 
problem solving strategies. 
4. Which of the following actions would most likely increase the reliability of 
Mrs. Lockwood's multiple choice end-of-unit examination in physical science? 
0 Use a blueprint to develop the test questions. 
0 Change the test format to true-false questions. 
0 Add more items like those already in the test. 
0 Add an essay component. 
5. Ms. Guardia wants to assess her students' skills in organizing ideas rather 
than just repeating facts. Which words should she use in formulating essay 
exercises to achieve this goal? 
0 Compare, contrast, criticize 
0 Identify, specify, list 
0 Order, match, select 
O Define, recall, restate 
6. Many teachers score classroom tests using a 100-point percent correct scale. 
In general, what does a student's score of 90 on such a scale mean? 
O The student answered 90% of the items on this test correctly 
O The student knows 90% of the instructional content of the unit 
covered by this test. 
O The student scored higher than 90% of all the students who took 
the test. 
O The student scored 90% higher than the average student in the 
class. 
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7. Students in Mr. Jakman's science class are required to develop a model of 
the solar system as part of their end-of-unit grade. Which scoring procedure 
below will maximize the objectivity of assessing these student projects? 
0 When the models are turned in, 'Mr. Jakman identifies the most 
attractive models and gives them the highest grades, the next most 
attractive get a lower grade, and so on. 
0 Mr. Jakman asks other teacher in the building to rate each project 
on a 5-point scale based on their quality. 
0 Before the projects are turned in, Mr. Jakman constructs a scoring 
key based on the critical features of the projects as identified 
by the highest performing students in the class. 
0 Before the projects are turned in, Mr. Jakman prepares a rubric of 
the critical features of the product and assigns scoring weights 
to these features. The models with the highest scores receive the 
highest grade. 
8. Frank, a beginning 5th grader, received a G.E. (grade equivalent score) of 
8.0 on the Reading Comprehension subtest of a standardized test. This score 
should be interpreted to mean that Frank: 
O Can read and understand 8th grade reading level material. 
O Scored as well as a typical beginning 8th grader scored on this 
test. 
O Is performing in Reading Comprehension at the 8th grade level. 
O Will probably reach maximum performance in Reading Comprehension 
at the beginning of the 8th grade. 
9. Ms. Camp is starting a new semester with a factoring unit in her Algebra I 
class. Before beginning the unit, she gives her students a test on the 
commutative, associative, and distributive properties of addition and 
multiplication. Which of the following is the most likely reason she gives 
this test to her students? 
O The principal needs to report the results of this assessment to 
the state testing director. 
O Ms. Camp wants to give the students practice in taking tests early 
in the semester. 
O Ms. Camp wants to check for prerequisite knowledge in her students 
before she begins the unit on factoring. 
O Ms. Camp wants to measure growth in student achievement of these 
concepts, and scores on this test will serve as the students' 
knowledge baseline. 
10. When planning classroom instruction for a unit on arithmetic operations with 
fractions, which of these types of information have more potential to be 
helpful? 
O Norm-referenced information. 
O Criterion-referenced information. 
O Both types of information are equally useful in helping to plan 
for instruction. 
O Neither, test information is not useful in helping to plan 
instruction. 
11. Which of the following choices typically provides the most reliable student- 
performance information that a teacher might consider when assigning a unit 
grade? 
O Scores from a teacher-made test containing two or three essay 
questions related directly to instructional objectives of the 
unit. 
O Scores from a teacher-made 20 item multiple-choice test designed 
to measure the specific instructional objectives of the unit. 
O Oral responses to questions asked in class of each student over 
the course of the unit. 
O Daily grades designed to indicate the quality of in-class 
participation during regular instruction. 
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12. When a parent asks a teacher to explain the basis for his of her child's 
grade, the teacher should 
0 Explain that the grades are assigned fairly, based on the 
student's performance and other related factors. 
0 Ask the parents what they think should be the basis for the 
child's grade. 
0 Explain exactly how the grade was determined and show the parent 
samples of the student's work. 
O Indicate that the grading scale is imposed by the school board and 
the teachers have no control over grades. 
13. During the most recent grading period, Ms Johnson graded no homework and 
gave only one end-of-unit test. Grades were assigned only on the basis of 
the test. Which of the following is the major criticism regarding how she 
assigned the grades? 
O The grades probably reflect a bias against minority students that 
exists in most tests. 
0 Decisions like grade assignment should be based on more than one 
piece of information. 
0 The test was too narrow in curriculum focus. 
0 There is no significant criticism of this method providing the 
test covered the unit's content. 
14. Mr. Klein bases his students' grades mostly on graded homework and tests. 
Mr. Kaplan bases his students' grades mostly on his observation of the 
students during class. A major difference in these two assessment strategies 
for assigning grades can best be summarized as a difference in 
0 Formal and informal assessment. 
O Performance and applied assessment. 
0 Customized and tailored assessment. 
0 Formative and summative assessment. 
15. John scored at the 60th percentile on a mathematics concepts test and scored 
at the 57th percentile on a test of reading comprehension. If the percentile 
bands for each test are five percentile ranks wide, what should John's 
teacher do in light of these test results? 
O Ignore this difference. 
O Provide John with individual help in reading. 
O Motivate John to read more extensively outside of school. 
O Provide enrichment experiences for John in mathematics, his better 
performance area. 
16. Mrs. Brown wants to let her students know how they did on their test as 
guickly as possible. She tells her students that their scored tests will be 
on a chair outside of her room immediately after school. The students may 
come by and pick out their graded test from among the other tests for their 
class. What is wrong with Mrs. Brown's action? 
O The students can see the other students' graded tests, making it a 
violation of the students' right of privacy. 
O The students have to wait until after school, so the action is 
unfair to students who have to leave immediately after school. 
O Mrs. Brown will have to rush to get the test graded by the end of 
the school day, hence, the action prevents her from using the test 
to identify students who need special help. 
O The students who were absent will have an unfair advantage, 
because her action allows the possibility for these students to 
cheat. 
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A THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY 
Many thanks for taking time from your busy schedule to complete this 
survey. In appreciation for your effort, if you would like to enter in a 
drawing for a $50 gift card from Barnes and Noble, please fill out the 
information below. To be included in the drawing, I must receive your 
completed survey and coupon by February 28, 2007. 
To be eligible for the prize, please complete the “coupon” below and place it 
in the return envelope along with the completed survey. DO NOT attach the 
coupon to the survey, as this form will be separated from the survey 
immediately upon receipt. In this way, the responses to the survey will 
remain anonymous. 
If you would like to volunteer to participate in a follow-up interview 
regarding assessment, please indicate on the coupon below. Those chosen to 
be interviewed will receive a $25 gift card from Barnes and Noble. 
COUPON 
Please complete this coupon and place it in the envelope provided, along with the completed survey. 
Thank You. 
Teacher’s name: _ _ 
School name: 
Telephone:  
Teacher’s E-mail:  
If you would like to volunteer to participate in the follow-up interviews, 
please indicate below by circling YES or NO (your responses in the 
interview will remain confidential). If you are chosen to participate, you will 
receive a $25 gift card from Barnes and Noble. 
YES NO 
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